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MEMORANDUM 
 
To:   Groundwater Advisory Council   
From:   H. Bokuniewicz   
Re:   Minutes of the meeting 24 January 2011    
Date:    January 31, 2011    
 
PRESENT     REGRETS  
 
R. Alvey     M. Alarcon  
N. Bartilucci     L. Koppelman 
H. Bokuniewicz    R. Liebe   
N. Bujalski     R. Mazza 
N. Colabufo    A. Rapiejko     
S. Jones       
M. Nofi       
D. Paquette        
K. Roberts       
W. Spitz       
S. Terracciano      
 

1. There were no comments of the minutes of the last meeting.   
 

2. Rob Alvey introduced Nicole Bujalski from EPA Region 2.  Nicole is a geologist 
working now on superfund sites and in the technical support group.   

 
3. The developing, DEC, Long Island Pesticide Use Management Plan was briefly 

discussed.  The technical advisory committee (TAC) had met at the end of November to 
review the draft prepared by Vinny Palmer.  The TAC is a large and diverse group 
including manufacturers, users and environmental interests.  Vinny has been fielding 
comments since that meeting.  This is intended to be a DEC special project not a 
Departmental document.  The Plan document is, in large part, a description of the current 
situation.  It appears that it will be more of a strategic, document rather than a 
reassessment of standards, risks or technical data.  It will probably be focused on 
preventing groundwater contamination rather than remediation.  Attention is paid 
especially to those products most likely to contaminate groundwater (by virtue of their 
solubility etc.), and for which alternative products are available.  Some pesticides already 
registered for use on Long Island have been found in groundwater.  This situation 
prompted a discussion of how to “unregister” a pesticide.  Doesn’t seem to be all that 
easy.  There was also a discussion of “elixors” or “home remedies”, like garlic oil, that 
might be used as pesticides.  These products cannot be sold as “pest control products” 
without regulation.  Another issue of concern is the illegal use or use not in accordance 
with manufacturers’ recommendations or special restriction on Long Island.  There has 
been continuing discussion of adopting a “zero tolerance” policy to provide legitimate, 
legal support for a policy and decision process, to prevent further contamination.   
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4. We’re (the University Groundwater Institute) is planning a workshop/symposium on 

groundwater-and-sewering- on Long Island.  Recently we have been involved in STP 
issues on the Forge River, Stony Brook, Northport and Hempstead.  We also have a 
history of involvement with the Long Island Sound Study which is responsible fro the 
TMDL’s.  The Suffolk County Executive’s Office has had two “Sewer Summits”, the 
Suffolk County Department of Health Services has just completed their Comprehensive 
Water Resources Management Plan which includes discussion of sewering and Suffolk 
County DPW has an on-going sewering-needs study, etc.  For a University contribution 
to these efforts, I’m considering case studies of the issues at particular sites, perhaps, as a 
special session at the Long Island Geologists Conference, and a technical symposium 
focused on a particular Long Island issue.  

 
An examination of the impacts of the SW Sewer District on water table levels might be 
undertaken.  There are compounding effects, like droughts, that make interpretations 
more difficult but the impression is that a new equilibrium has been reached and that the 
depression of the water table has been less than early expectation.  Ron Busciolano’s 
drought report (2004, Statistical Analyses of Long-term Hydrologic Records for 
Selection of Drought Monitoring Sites on Long Island New York, USGS Scientific 
Investigation Report 2004-5152:  47 pp. ) might be a good starting point.  
 
The issue of mitigating declines in the water table has a long history in the Flow 
Augmentation Needs (FANS) study in both Nassau and Suffolk.  (The general issue of 
the impact of depressed water tables on surface water and wetlands can also be of 
concern at water-supply wells).  On the other hand, flooding is an issue in many places on 
all of Long Island including Queens and Brooklyn.  Perhaps, some intelligent system of 
recharge and withdrawal is needed.  Waste water could be added for stream augmentation 
when needed, and withdrawn to lower the water table when flooding threatens.    
 
The NY State Sanitary Code does not allow cesspools but LI has a “blanket waiver”; 
cesspools are unique to Long Island.  In addition, solvents used to clean cesspools have 
been an inherited source of groundwater contamination.  Leach fields, for example, need 
a great deal of space, a high-level of quality control to their installation and continuing 
maintenance.  Even then, they do not denitrify (nitrate to nitrogen gas) but without adding 
a carbon source but rather convert ammonium to nitrate.  
 
There is extensive discussion and continuing examination of alternative treatments.  The 
Suffolk County Department of Health Services (e.g. Walter Hilbert) is looking into 
alternative technology.  This would include alternatives to individual septic tanks, 
treatment of storm water near the source with enzymes or bacteria or additional treatment 
at the plants, as, for example, the use of chemical agents to consume grease.  (There is to 
be a forum to discuss “innovative wastewater treatment technologies” at the Hauppauge 
Legislative Auditorium on Monday, 31 January).  A great deal of work on individual, 
alternative systems has been done, in a setting similar to that on LI, by the NJ Pinelands 
Commission.  Are there really practical alternatives?  Such systems can be made to work 
well but require both space and maintenance.     
 
The debate in sophisticated, alternative systems should be expected to continue.  While 
some such systems may not be economic on Long Island, the Island may be a good, 
natural laboratory for exploring alternatives.     
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As opposed to the distributed sources provided by individual septic systems, a sewage 
treatment plant (STP) represents a large point-source.  The experience in Nassau is proof 
of their ability to improve water quality.  Not only do they remove nitrogen but also 
dilute industrial wastes and removal, of say VOC, by aeration.  Still, there are water 
quality issues impacting supply wells due to historical, inherited contamination.  Metals, 
and now, pharmaceuticals and personal care products which are not specifically removed 
by STPs may be looming problems.  New TMDL might also be expected in a few years 
for discharges on the South Shore.   
 
Nassau County has built the sewer system with over 85% State and Federal money.  Such 
support is no longer available.  The principal cost is in installing the pipes, not the STP 
itself.  In Nassau, almost all STP discharges are to surface waters; one exception is the 
injection well at NY Institute of Technology.  Groundwater injections are more common 
in Suffolk.  An STP in Coram discharges to groundwater and is planning to expand the 
STP in BNL will also be discharging to groundwater as discussed at the last meeting.  
 
Nassau has also recently tried consolidating private plants but adding to the collection 
system proved to be politically unacceptable.   
 

5. Gil Hanson has been successful in getting funding from LISS to study underflow in Port 
Jefferson Harbor as a source of nitrogen.  Such studies may be relevant in other areas.  
Northport, for example, is served by a Harbor Protection Committee.  They are looking to 
increase the discharge of the Northport STP (from 10 to 12 or 13 lbs?) and part of the 
argument for the upgrade apparently rest on the amount of nitrogen contributed by 
groundwater seeping under the shoreline.  Oyster Bay/Cold Spring Harbor also has a 
Protection Committee, in part, for storm water control especially of pathogens.   

 
6. A SBU graduate student may be interested in a project to look at the use of vegetation 

(trees) in groundwater pollution control.  As we have discussed at other meetings, the 
EPA and USGS have looked into the use of tree cores to detect VOC contamination.  
New work at the University of Missouri may lead to a continuous monitoring sensor 
embedded in the tree itself.  

 
Lee Newman has been doing research on the use of poplars for contaminant remediation.  
She is no longer at BNL but has moved to Maryland (?), however, others there are still 
working on this technique.  A system of using poplars at a superfund-landfill site in Glen 
Cove was proposed but not implemented.   
 
At Cornell, Dr. Gary Harman conducts research on the use of beneficial microbes on 
plant roots for assisting environmental remediation.      
 
Landscaping in recharge basins might be intentionally designed for source water 
pollution control, as well as other uses.  A project is underway in Huntington Station to 
prepare a recharge basin as community parkland.  Gary Gentile (NYS DOT, retired), is 
an expert on such issues.  

 
7. In meetings on the plume from the Grumman/Navy site, it had been mentioned that 

putting supply wells into the Lloyd Aquifer may be one way to avoid well-head 
treatment.  There is a moratorium on using the Lloyd.  A waiver to the moratorium could 
not be granted because the threatened wells are not in “coastal communities” and there’s 
a plausible alternative, that is, well-head treatment.  
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8. Although ASR did not materialize (yet) in Brooklyn and Queens and test projects on 
Staten Island did not go forward, the City is still looking for plausible alternative water 
supplies for use during repairs to the tunnels.  Groundwater supplies may be reactivated 
and supply wells on the south shore (south of Sunrise Highway) may be considered.  

 
9. The next meeting will be on Monday, February 28, 2011.   
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