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MEMORANDUM 

 

To:   Groundwater Advisory Council   

From:   H. Bokuniewicz   

Re:   Minutes of the meeting of September 8, 2014 

Date:    September 10, 2014   

 

PRESENT    REGRETS  

 

N. Bartilucci     M. Alarcon  

H. Bokuniewicz    R. Liebe   

S. Colabufo     R. Mazza    

C. Gallagher    M. Nofi   

D. Paquette     A. Rapiejko    

J. Pilewski     S. Terracciano    

P. Ponturo        

J. Porkorny      

M. Scorca    

    

   

1. The minutes of the last meeting (June 9, 2014).  There were no comments at this time.  

 

2. NYS RISE is a collaboration between NYU and Stony Brook University to examine the impacts 

of Sandy, and potentially other extreme weather, on a wide variety of regional issues.  One of the 

tasks in NYS RISE was on the impact of Sandy on groundwater supply.  We have had several 

discussions on this NYS RISE topic in past meetings and I met with the managers in Long Beach 

and SCWA’s emergency managers for Fire Island.  The report titled “Flooding impacts on 

freshwater distributions systems in Nassau and Suffolk Counties” is being reviewed internally but 

a draft final had been distributed earlier.  As soon as NYS-RISE approves the final I will 

distribute it.    

 

The recommendations made in this report include developing a diversity of alternate fuel supply 

(gasoline, diesel, propane, natural gas) for emergency generators.  Diversity of fuel supply for 

emergency generators is being pursued but usually only diesel or gas but solar and/or wind power 

might also be.  Gas pipelines were not disrupted (or turned off) in Nassau County during Sandy.  

It also recommended initiatives to improve the robustness of communications during disruptive 

weather events.    

 

 The reliance on cell phones proved to be a handicap when cell phone service failed or 

became Intermittent.  Walkie-talkies were reliable, but in short supply as were satellite 

phones. 

 

At the last meeting (June 9, 2014) we discussed the EPA’s CREAT, a tool to help water managers 

improve resiliency.  SBU is suggesting to NYS-RISE that some test cases be done on Long Island 

using CREAT for some of the small districts.  At least since 9/11, most districts have had to 

develop emergency plans, but the requirement is population-based.  CREAT may help smaller 

districts that don’t have the resources to complete such an exercise themselves.      
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It was suggested that we consider interacting with NY Rural Water which focuses on smaller 

systems.  A pilot program done here might then be a benefit statewide.  The aggregate of smaller 

systems, however, still serve only a small percentage of the total population served by all 

systems.  AWWA (Mike Bleifus? Phil Thompson?) may also be dealing with this issue statewide.  

 

CREAT includes adjustments to climate changes, but climate change forecasts are complex and 

can be difficult to understand.  In addition, forecasted parameters are uncertain and often not the 

ones needed for the design of future water-supply systems.    CREAT can help, but climate-

change forecast need to be adjusted to local areas (i.e. “downscaling”).    Forecasts, also, need to 

be translating climate-change forecasts must be developed in terms of the local, relevant 

parameters necessary for long-term planning of groundwater supply systems.  Long-term 

management can only vaguely be advanced by knowing the percentage increase on annual 

rainfall in the northeast when planning scenarios might require, for example, the rainfall intensity 

in April in Mineola.   

 

The NYS RISE report discusses a preliminary approach to this problem uses climatological 

modeling projections downscaled from the general circulation model (GCM) developed as part of 

the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) Fifth Assessment.  In addition to changes 

in recharge, sea level is projected to rise along the Nassau and Suffolk coasts.  Water suppliers 

need to know, among other things, changes in salt-water intrusion into the aquifer due to sea-level 

rise on a local scale.  

 

 Under a conservative scenario, by the end of the 21st century, the sea-level is projected to rise in 

the two counties by 559 mm (medium estimate), with a middle range of 483 mm to 711 mm, and 

a high-estimate of 838 mm relative to the 1985-2004 reference periods but regionally the rate of 

historical sea-level rise varies from place to place by a factor or two depending on local 

conditions.  Projected values for the two counties are similar.   

 

3. During the rainstorm of 13 August (2014) dropped over 13 inches of rain in less than 24 hours, 

actually most in only a few hours.  Recovery is still going on but the event was notably localized 

to a narrow band across LI.  Because of the localized nature of such events, broad public support 

for new engineering solutions could be difficult in response to particular events.  It would seem, 

however, that such events would be expected anywhere.  Every place is at risk to this sort of 

extreme weather, drawing attention to the need to address chronic areas as a high priority.  Earlier 

extreme weather like the ’38 hurricane were precedents but the region was much less developed.  

Now, too, our drainage infrastructure is aging.  Most was designed 50 years ago based on rainfall 

records from 60 or 70 years ago.  The new generation of approaches to handle storm water should 

be considered for the long term.  

 

4. LICAP has a subcommittee chaired by Steve Colabufo dealing with climate change impacts.  We 

should arrange a meeting of the NYS RISE researchers dealing with this topic and the LICAP 

subcommittee.  Also, the USGS has “State of the Aquifer” web pages developed for LICAP.  

These can be found at http://ny.water.usgs.gov/projects/SOTA/.  

 

5. The robustness of the DYNFLOW model was discussed.  This had been used to produce the 

SWAP maps but experience in the field show mismatches between SWAP-identified contaminant 

sources in the capture zone and contaminants actually detected, especially on the South Fork.  

Current applications of the SWAP maps might not be consistent with the underlying assumptions 

of the model.  The model was intended to be a “practitioners” tool not for backtracking.  It 

doesn’t have the right assumptions either for backtracking or forecasting from current conditions.  

It assumes that the public supply wells are all pumping at the average annual average rate.  Some 

http://ny.water.usgs.gov/projects/SOTA/
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of the old wells may now have been taken off-line and it does not include new wells.  As 

mentioned, it only includes public supply wells not cooling-water wells, golf courses or 

agricultural irrigation wells.  The pumpage for this group is unknown.  It is well-calibrated but 

only for two specific years of average flow.  As with any model, DYNFLOW is data limited by, 

for example, detailed, local stratigraphy.   

 

DYNFLOW is (still) proprietary whereas MODFLOW is the national standard model and 

preferable for legal reasons, even though DYNFLOW may give more precise predictions.  In 

addition, although it is used by the SCWA, there are few personnel trained in its use.     

6. The DEC is moving toward electronic (e-mail) reporting of pumpage.  LICAP hopes to promote 

this effort.  Testing has been done with some water districts in Albany.  Electronic reporting will 

make quality control easier (some numbers don’t add up on the paper reports) and allow various 

other analyses of pumping to be done more easily.  It was suggested that the reporting template be 

as simple as possible.  Certainly, getting reports all in the same units would be important.  It was 

pointed out that when this was suggested last, about 12 years ago, it was not well-received by the 

water suppliers who had suspicions about who would be able to access the data and how it was to 

be used (misused?) but perhaps times have changed.     

 

7. The Peconic Estuary Program with Peconic Green Growth is considering the impact of alternate 

septic systems for Orient.  This system was studied by H2M a year or so ago but the usual 

problems with adapting it to Long Island were reiterated.  The cost is high ($40,000 to $50,000).  

Operation and maintenance costs are also high; back-up generators would be needed, as well as 

adequate space on lots.  Apparently, the Estuary Program plan would have such systems installed 

on a community basis rather than on individual properties.  

 

8. The Suffolk County Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan is being updated.  The 

target date seems to be by the end of the year and new chapters might be added.  

 

9. There have been no new details available on NYC’s plan to reactivate the Jamaica Water District.  

Suppliers in Nassau County remain concerned.  The Nassau County Water Resources Board has 

been reconstituted but has not yet met.  The cone of depression is fairly extensive when the 

District had been pumping in the 70’s and 80’s.  Even a drop of a few feet in the hydraulic head 

could cause substantial increases in the energy needed to maintain the public supply.  Besides 

lowing hydraulic heads, changes in pumpage may redirect existing contaminant plumes.  Is NYC 

going to be pumping indefinitely or only for the time needed to repair the underground aqueducts 

from upstate?  Is dewatering one of the objectives?  37 million gallons that are expected to be 

provided by the Jamaica Water District truly offset the billions of gpd needed by the City?  The 

DEC permits may still be active.  The NYC DEP has apparently not yet submitted and updated 

EIS.  (The action is regulated out to the DEC Region II office).  

  

10. Judith Enck (EPA) had a second regional meeting in July to air issues on groundwater and intends 

to schedule a third.  There doesn’t seem to have been any written minutes of the meetings already 

held. 

  

11. SBU, apparently, is submitting a proposal to NSF’s initiative on “Low-carbon water energy 

systems” through the Clean Energy Incubator.  SCWA has been asked to provide a letter of 

support. 

 

12. Future Meetings:  November 10 (Woodbury) and December 15, 2014.  (I must cancel the October 

meeting originally scheduled).  
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HB/ed 

GWminutesSept2014  


