
Page:  1 

 

 

 

 

MEMORANDUM 

 

To:   Groundwater Advisory Council   

From:   H. Bokuniewicz   

Re:   Minutes of the meeting of 15 December 2008         

Date:     December 19, 2008   

 

 

PRESENT     REGRETS  

 

 

R. Alvey     M. Alarcon 

N. Bartilucci     L. Koppelman 

H. Bokuniewicz    R. Liebe 

S. Colabufo     R. Mazza 

S. Jones     M. Nofi  

K. Roberts     D. Paquette 

W. Spitz     A. Rapiejko 

S. Terracciano      K. Willis  

 

 

1. Corrections had been made to the minutes for Dr. Hanson’s presentation, but there were 

no additional comments on the minutes of the last meeting.  

 

2. A summary of LIGRI activity in 2008 was distributed.  We have several new master’s 

students starting projects.  The Civil Engineering program has been approved by SUNY.  

Several students have already begun taking classes but the first entering class will 

probably be in September 2009.   

 

Patrick Criscula is a master’s student working on the aquifer stratigraphy in Port 

Jefferson.  The USGS is planning a geophysical survey in the Harbor which may be 

relevant to identifying source water for cooling at the power plant.  Steve Terracciano 

would be interested in Patrick’s work.      

 

We had 27 professional publications and presentations in 2008.  In particular, Jennie 

Munster completed her PhD.  I will report to the Deans at Stony Brook after this meeting.  

 

3. The AWWA has a film “Liquid Assets” which will be shown in public television, I 

believe, on 28 December at 9 PM.   

 

4. Newsday had an article today on the Brookhaven Landfill plume.  The appearance of 

contaminants in a well on an organic farm has heightened awareness.  Public water is 

available in the area but not everyone is hooked up.  People cannot be required to use 

public water although new private wells have to be tested and tests have to be done when 

the house is sold.  Many (most) people may not even be aware of the source of their 

water.  
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5. Cheryle Webber regrets that she could not join us for this meeting to discuss water reuse.  

The DEC study is under review by the Executive, but she was able to provide me with a 

draft copy (not for distribution) from which I could give some overview.   

The draft document has five chapters:  1.  Purpose of the Reclaimed Wastewater 

Feasibility Study, 2.  Municipal Wastewater Reuse Approaches, Practices, and Assurance 

beyond New York, 3.  New York Practices and Potentials, 4.  Greywater and 5.  

Recommendations for Municipal Wastewater Reuse and Green Buildings.  This is a 

feasibility study to assist in the development of rules and regulations by providing 

information to DEC and DOH about the potential uses of reclaimed wastewater and 

residential greywater.  The study was required under the 2005 Environmental 

Conservation Law Title 6, Water Efficiency and Reuse Law to evaluate current and 

future reuse in New York and to examine the reuse programs in other states.  The current 

regulatory oversight in NY includes jurisdiction over municipal wastewater treatment and 

discharge by the DEC as well as the County and New York City Health Departments.  

This is done primarily through the SPDES system.  Health protection is under the 

Department of Health, and the County and New York City Health Departments.  The 

Plumbing code is the jurisdiction of the Department of State, Municipal building 

inspectors, and the New York City Health Department.  Agricultural crop protection is 

administered by the Department of Agriculture and Markets.  Underground injection in 

New York is regulated by EPA , but otherwise neither the United States Environmental 

Protection Agency (EPA) nor other Federal agencies are directly involved in regulation.    

 

Chapter two summarizes and evaluates the experience with treated wastewater reuse 

elsewhere in the U.S.  New York can draw on this experience.  The chapter includes a 

table on the national diversity of municipal wastewater reuse along with a discussion of 

health and water quality considerations.  Another table provides the EPA summary of 

reuse topics by state.  Currently, NY only has guidelines and agricultural uses for non-

food crops.  It is in the initial stages of dealing with wastewater reuse compared to many 

other states.  California and Florida have the most experience, recycling over 1 billion 

gpd, but North Carolina, New Jersey, Massachusetts, Arizona, and Washington State also 

have experience that can be helpful.  All states require color-coded, or other wised 

marked, pipes to carry reclaimed water, prohibit cross connections between potable and 

reclaimed water piping, the use of nonstandard hose attachments to reclaimed water 

piping, spray drift control, and fencing and/or landscaping around sites for reclaimed 

water.  The economic, energy, health risks and environmental criteria for reuse are also 

discussed in Chapter 2.  In terms of energy, for example, there are some savings due to 

any reduction of potable water use but demands due to reclaiming and redistributing 

waste water.   

 

Chapter three includes a discussion of the injection wells on Long Island.  (There may be 

some discrepancy “175 inland WWTPs” are stated in section 3.2 but “26” on p. 81.  The 

difference may be municipal versus all STP’s).  The reuse of water at the Indian Island 

Golf Course in Riverhead and the Solaire green building in Manhattan are also discussed 

in the draft report.     

 

Sewer mining is raised as a possible future use that would provide a mechanism to have 

treatment located near the end-user.  The draft report recognized a need for “ice 

breaking”.  Uses on golf courses are well covered by interstate professional networks, but 

other uses such as ornamental irrigation and TMDL relief might benefit from wider 

publicity.  Outside of green buildings, greywater reuse seems limited in NY.  The draft 

report points out that at present there are no loan or grant sources in New York that give 
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extra priority to wastewater reuse.  In the future, New York might, for example, give 

extra points to wastewater reuse systems in the state revolving fund loans as do most 

other states.  New Jersey provides a small incentive to reusers; there is no regulatory fee 

for the NJPDES permit modification if it is for a RWBR application.  California provides 

loans and grants for wastewater reuse.  Since 1978, the CA has provided $130M in grants 

and $500M in loans related to water recycling.  Florida gives grants to Water 

Management Districts and also provides financing through the State Revolving (Loan) 

Fund for wastewater.  North Carolina and Arizona offers extra points in ranking criteria 

for Revolving Loan Fund and grants.   

 

In promoting water reuse in NY, the draft report suggests reuse might provide relief from 

TMDLs that restrict nutrient discharges, such as those in Long Island Sound, Peconic 

Bay, New York City watersheds.  Demonstration projects might be encouraged and the 

existing ones reinforced via grants.  It may also be helpful to publish extra monitoring, to 

develop training materials, and to make provisions for routine visitors.  At this stage, 

however, it seems uneconomic to mandate feasibility studies in SPDES permit renewals, 

although wastewater reuse might be required of the plants proposing to upgrade their 

facilities.  Because NY has limited experience with oversight of reuse, it is probably 

premature to expect the DEC to develop regulations.  DEC, however, might adopt 

framework regulations and rely on an evolvable guidance document to provide most 

technical criteria to applicants. This would be a step between the current case-by-case 

system and regulations.  For onsite reuse of greywater, the definition of greywater should 

be based on the New York State Plumbing Code and the New York City Plumbing Code, 

which apparently is the more protective definition and removes, ambiguity. 

 

Several comments were made in discussion relevant to the experience on Long Island: 

 

a. This is a well-written and helpful document and we would encourage it public 

availability.  

 

b. There seems to be little economic incentive for reuse in our (generally) water-rich 

setting.  There is some interest in reuse but there doesn’t seem to be any resources 

(money) to develop potential proposals to the concept.  

 

c. The impression was that the regulatory system seemed cumbersome at best and some 

effort to streamline it might be needed.  The EPA’s role in underground injections 

seems fairly inactive, except for enforcement actions closing injections under the 

VIC permit program like those at gas stations, funeral homes and industrial floor 

drains.   

 

d. Sewer-mining might be impractical on Long Island because of the difficulty with 

finding the space, and public approval, for treatment facilities at the sites of 

“mining”.  Siting recharge beds pose a similar problem on LI and injections wells 

tend to be high maintenance.   

 

e. The issue of standards seems critical.  It has been a moving target for decades.  Fifty 

years ago little was known about the issue of viruses.  Of course, that’s not so today 

but the situation with pharmaceuticals is now a similar one.  Managers need fairly 

well-established standards both to provide some certainty justifying long-term 

investment and to provide some level of protection in the case of law suits.  
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f. TMDL relief is a somewhat artificial driver, but there has been some success with 

other regulatory burdens, recycling water at car washes, for example.  TMDL, 

however, is a serious issue.  The burden of funding is causing delays in the 

implementations of upgrades.  These initially were funded in large part by the State 

but now the cost upgrades in places like NYC and Westchester must be borne by the 

municipality and there’s a disportionate burden on the smaller LI plants.  There is a 

proposal to sewer Smithtown.  LIS TMDLs may require injection/recharge in Kings 

Park.  Recharge close to the shore may add nitrate to the Sound by underflow but 

currently the individual septic systems are doing that anyway.  There is a need to 

examine TMDLs in terms of the total budget not just point discharge.  The situation 

at SBU’s WWTP is similar.   

 

g. In NYC there is even a controversy (or at least discussion) about what color to make 

the pipes for reused water-purple or grey.  

 

h. Experience has been that reusing water for power-plant cooling would be 

problematical because of fouling and mineral buildup.  So, even though the power 

plant at Port Jefferson needs cooling water and is adjacent to the SBU outfall, 

treatment would probably be prohibitive.   

 

i. A “large green building in Nassau County” might be something a college or 

university might be interested in, although the current financial climate is probably a 

fatal obstacle.  

 

j. Considering the proposal to reuse shower water for irrigation at a camp on LI, it was 

pointed out that even shower water may give treatment problems because of 

shampoos, disinfectants, etc.  

 

k. The USGS has done some studies of the occurrence of pharmaceuticals in streams 

above and below WWTP’s.  

 

6. We are moving forward to set up a technical symposium on lawn-care research in March.  

We would target a professional audience and legislative aides.  Although the general 

public would not be excluded, the presentations might be too technical.  It was suggested 

that SUNY Farmingdale might be a good venue close to Nassau County.  It would also 

support the academic/research aspect of the meeting.  

 

I have been in contact with Dr. Relyea at the University of Pittsburgh who spoke at the 

Pine Barrens Research Forum in October on ecological effects of pesticides, Marty 

Petrovic and Frank Rossi at Cornell and Jennie Munster.  The topic of irrigation would be 

one we would like to cover also.  (Any suggestions?).  

 

As discussed at the last meeting, the plan would be to try to get media attention to get the 

message of this research into public awareness.  I’ll get advice from Paddy South and 

others like SBU’s School of Journalism, on how to do this.  

 

7. There is some technology being considered by a private company for application on Long 

Island to extract energy from wastewater via (heat-pump?) and use this as a power source 

for treatment.  The payback period might be expected to be unacceptably long (15 years).  
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8. It was suggested that we discuss the possibility of naming all of Nassau and Suffolk, or 

large regions of the counties, as a single EPA superfund site, perhaps justified by 

overlapping plumes.  This may be a way to infuse “clean up” money but would be 

expected to be opposed by public perception.  

 

9. The next meeting will be on TUESDAY, 20 January (the day after Martin Luther King 

Day) at the Suffolk County Water Authority in Oakdale, 9:30 – 11:00 AM.   
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