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MEMORANDUM 

 

To:   Groundwater Advisory Council   

From:   H. Bokuniewicz   

Re:   Minutes of the meeting of November 10, 2014  

Date:    November 13, 2014   

 

PRESENT    REGRETS  

N. Bartilucci     M. Alarcon  

H. Bokuniewicz    S. Colabufo    

J. Pilewski      C. Gallagher     

P. Ponturo     R. Liebe  

A. Rapiejko     R. Mazza   

M. Scorca     M. Nofi    

W. Spitz     D. Paquette   

S. Terracciano       

H. Walker   

  

   

1. The minutes of the last meeting (September 8, 2014) were available.  There were no comments at 

this time.   

 

2. LICAP’s committee on longer-range forecasts chaired by Steve Colabufo will meet on 2 

December, 2014 in Hauppauge.  They seemed to be focused on climate change issues for the next 

35 years or so.  

 

3. Hal Walker discussed the establishment of the new Center for Clean Water Technology (CCWT).  

The Governor recently announced the creation of the CCTW at Stony Brook University (SBU) 

along with the expansion of sewers and other initiatives also focused on water quality.  A co-

operative agreement was signed by SBU (The School of Marine and Atmospheric Sciences 

[SoMAS], and the College of Engineering and Applied Sciences [CEAS]), the NYS DEC, 

Suffolk County and the Town of Southampton.  All the co-operating partners have pretty much 

the same goal but a pathway needs to be found to accelerate the process while negotiating the 

business hurdles.  The goal was to reduce nitrogen sources from on-site waste-water treatment 

systems, although the vision is broader, encompassing other contaminants and pathogens.  The 

intent is to work with private industry to bolster any on-going research being done by the EPA, 

NSF etc.  

 

The CCWT had evolved from an initial “Throne-Holst” proposal from Southampton to the Long 

Island Economic Development Council which was intended to create business opportunities 

though research directed at solutions to nitrate contamination.  The President of SBU is a member 

of that council and a parallel, technical proposal was generated by CEAS and SoMAS.  In the 

current co-operative agreement the Town’s primary interest is in creating a Water Innovation Hub 

for business development.  The co-operating partners met last month and began the development 

of a work plan intended for approval by the DEC.  The funding is intended to go beyond “seed 

money” although the CCWT intends to recruit private and corporate sponsors.  MOU covers a 
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ten-year period, so the initial funding of $2 million is anticipated to be renewed in subsequent 

years.   

 

The possibility of a physical testing facility was discussed further.  We don’t want to “recreate the 

wheel”.  There are established testing facilities in Cape Cod, Massachusetts and elsewhere, so a 

field facility is no longer part of the initial proposal.  At some point, however, field testing and 

monitoring of in-ground units will be needed.  It would be necessary to “shake down” units in a 

way that’s acceptable to local conditions.  (This had been done as early as the 1960’s when 

studying the ban on phosphate detergents).  

 

As we’ve discussed before, the focus on nitrogen has attracted a great deal of attention, but there 

are other, perhaps more pressing, contaminants that need attention.  Pharmaceuticals, TCE, 

carbon tetrachloride, etc. are examples.  The nitrogen issue is driven by surface water quality 

concerns, not human health associated with drinking water.  The CCWT has some latitude to 

conduct research on these other issues although in the short-term progress on nitrogen is 

expected.  Even there, it may not be limited to the search for an improved replacement for on-site 

wastewater treatment.  There does need to be something new to replace failed systems like the old 

“cinder block” systems built decades ago without septic tanks, but the newer systems may be 

functioning well enough, at least better than the old ones.  For fairly modern, working systems, 

some treatment that would improve denitrification would help, and may be all that’s needed.  The 

priority would be in areas where sewering is not an option even though sewering doesn’t solve all 

potential contaminant concerns. 

  

The economics of deploying new or improved systems is critical.  Even where population density 

is high enough to justify sewering, the disruption and homeowner-borne costs, if household 

plumbing has to be rerouted to the street, must be weighed against the cost of new systems or new 

management policy like the institution of a septic tank pump-out program.  New systems might 

have other home-owner costs, for example, if continuous pumping is necessary, a back-up 

generator might be required also.  

 

4. The Town of Brookhaven is still pursuing permeable reactive barrier (PRB) along a stretch of 

Wills Creek in the Forge River Basin.  We (Larry Swanson and a student at SoMAS) are finishing 

up some background monitoring.  The installation would be a wall of wood chips only a meter or 

two below the water table right at the shoreline.  The preliminary results seem to indicate that 

water table plumes there have local sources, probably from the septic systems of the adjacent 

houses rather than being regional features.  Earlier work by the SCDHS (Ron Paulsen) along the 

Forge River seemed to show that most of the groundwater seepage was immediately at the 

shoreline, in the intertidal zone or just below; further seaward organic rich mud deposits capped 

the aquifer retarding submarine groundwater flow and/or denitrifying the seepage before it 

reached the open water of the river.  

 

PRB have been used in a few places specifically for nitrate reduction but there is also a great deal 

of experience at hazardous waste sites for the abatement of, for example, VOC’s.  The chemistry 

is robust, but the proper hydraulics is critical.  Funneling or gating the flow through the system or 

forming a continuous barrier to the first aquitard may be necessary.  At the Forge River, the top of 

the Gardiner’s clay may be as much as 100 feet below the land surface.  The PRB could not be 

installed to that depth here merely because of the difficulty of trenching below the water table.  

One solution to capturing the flow may be to form a barrier of significantly higher hydraulic 

conductivity, then the surrounding aquifer in order to focus the flow lines through the barrier.  

Another line of research, and perhaps a task for the CCWT, would be to search for different 

reactive medium that could be used more effectively in such barriers.  
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5. The pending application for wells in the Lloyd aquifer was discussed.  Permits have been 

requested by Bethpage, Locust Valley and New York American Water.  It was recalled that the 

Suffolk County Water Authority requested a Lloyd well in 2003 in Northport to blend with 

existing productions to reduce contaminant concentrations.  This met strong opposition from 

Freeport and Long Beach among others.  Some Lloyd wells do appear to have some 

contamination problems most likely due to leakage.  VOC’s were detected, for example, at the 

VA hospital’s well in Northport.  

 

Bethpage’s application is for relief for the Navy (Grumman) plume.  Treatment is more expensive 

and new Magothy wells, like those being pursued in the state park have taken "too much" time.  

In addition, New York City is still thought to be considering re-activating the Jamaica wells.  

These haven’t been used in 20 years but the Western Nassau Water Authority continues to 

withdraw water.  NYC has explored ASR and proposed buying water from Nassau County.  Now 

they seem to be considering pumping from the Lloyd.      

 

Salinity intrusion into the Lloyd on the south shore is a serious concern.  Some communities, like 

Long Beach, have no other alternative at the present time that they feel are economically viable; 

there are no connections to wells on the mainland of Long Island.  There are eight supply wells in 

Long Beach and, in some, chloride concentrations have increased from 10 mg/L in the 1950’s to 

50 mg/L around ’88 and further to 150 mg/L today.  An earlier USGS study by Fred Stumm 

examined geophysical logs of Brooklyn Union Gas wells near JFK airport.  (They were 

considering storing gas in the aquifer).  He found chloride levels about 10,000 mg/L in the Lloyd.  

For south shore communities it seems that the saltwater interface is close to supply wells.  It may 

be that the deep (Lloyd) salt-water interface is still adjusting (moving landward) due to the post-

glacial rise in sea level from 20,000 years ago and would continue to migrate landward even if 

sea level was not rising today.  (Current sea-level rise is about one inch per decade).  

 

There are some half-dozen monitoring wells in the Lloyd.  After the applications in 2003; the 

Institute (LIGRI, SBU) held a workshop in the Lloyd.  Available information was summarized 

and the recommendation was to fill the data-gaps causing the uncertainty in management 

decisions.  Unfortunately, no new information materialized.  (Some say that certain critics prefer 

to argue from a lack of data).  The USGS now has a proposal to expand research in the Lloyd.  

More observation wells are critical; the recharge into the Lloyd needs to be re-evaluated given the 

current stage of development and the relative impacts of (a) post-glacial sea level rise, (b) sea-

level rise due to climate change, and (c) salt-water intrusion due to pumping to establish the 

weights due to each of these factors.   

 

6. The next meeting will be on December 15, 2014 (Monday).  Location to be announced.    

 

 

 

 

 
HB/ed 
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