




















Enright Court Reporting (631) 589-7788

                  PUBLIC HEARING

                        re:

   DRAFT GENERIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

                        for

SUFFOLK COUNTY SUBWATERSHEDS WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT

                       PLAN

                            300 Center Drive

                            Riverhead, New York

                            September 5, 2019

                            6:09 p.m.

                       Stenographically recorded and

                       transcribed by Donna C. Gilmore,

                       a Notary Public within and for

                       the State of New York.



Enright Court Reporting (631) 589-7788

2

1         Riverhead Public Hearing - 9/5/2019

2 A P P E A R A N C E S:

3

4 Council on Environmental Quality:

5      R. Lawrence Swanson, Chair

     Michael Kaufman, Vice Chair

6      Robert Carpenter, Jr.

     Andrea Spilka

7

John Corral, CEQ staff

8

Al Krupski, SC Legislator

9

Kenneth Zegel, PE, Associate Public Health Engineer

10                    SC Department of Health Services

                   Office of Ecology

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25



Enright Court Reporting (631) 589-7788

3

1         Riverhead Public Hearing - 9/5/2019

2               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  I'd like to

3          call the meeting to order.

4               First of all, I want to thank all of

5          you for coming out and participating in

6          this very important process.  It's one of

7          the privileges that we have, living in

8          the United States, and we should

9          participate every time we have an

10          opportunity.  So thank you.

11               My name is Larry Swanson, and I'm

12          the chair of the Suffolk County Council

13          on Environmental Quality, and I would

14          like to begin by having people at the

15          table introduce themselves, starting with

16          the Honorable Suffolk County Legislator.

17               LEGISLATOR KRUPSKI:  Legislator Al

18          Krupski, District 1.

19               MEMBER SPILKA:  Andrea Spilka.

20               MEMBER CARPENTER:  Rob Carpenter.

21               VICE CHAIR KAUFMAN:  Mike Kaufman,

22          Vice Chair.

23               MR. CORRAL:  John Corral, staff to

24          the CEQ.

25               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Thank you.
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2               This is a meeting to solicit

3          comments on the Draft Generic

4          Environmental Impact Statement for the

5          Suffolk County Subwatersheds Wastewater

6          Management Plan.  This is not a

7          question-and-answer session, this is an

8          opportunity to hear you, the public,

9          respond to the document that you had the

10          opportunity to read.

11               The Suffolk County Department of

12          Health Services will also be accepting

13          written comments up through

14          September 16th of this year.  A second

15          public meeting will be held tomorrow, it

16          will be in the same fashion as tonight,

17          and it will be at 3:00 p.m. at the

18          Suffolk County Community College

19          Brentwood campus.  I want to emphasize

20          Brentwood campus, not the one on Nicolls

21          Road.

22               At this time a short presentation

23          will be given by the Suffolk County

24          Department of Health Services concerning

25          this plan.  After that, we will begin the
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2          questioning, or will begin the

3          questioning period and the public comment

4          period, and we are, because of the size

5          of the audience, we are going to keep the

6          presentations to three minutes.

7               So Ken, anxious to hear what you

8          have to say.

9               MR. ZEGEL:  Thank you, Larry.

10               So, excited to be here today to

11          present some of the findings of the

12          Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan.  I'm going

13          to keep it short and sweet, focused on

14          the purpose and the need and the

15          findings.  For folks that are interested

16          in the presentation today, this will be

17          posted on our website.  You're welcome to

18          download it, probably tomorrow afternoon.

19               And so I'm Ken Zegel, Associate

20          Public Health Engineer for the Department

21          of Health Services, and project manager

22          for the Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan,

23          and we're here to talk about nitrogen

24          today, and talk about excess nitrogen

25          contributing to water quality degradation
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2          in our surface water bodies.  And that

3          excess nitrogen has been linked by

4          numerous studies as a primary source

5          coming from onsite wastewater sources.

6               And so while a little bit of

7          nitrogen is a good thing and healthy for

8          the ecosystem, too much nitrogen is a bad

9          thing and can result in algae overgrowth,

10          which can result in reduced dissolved

11          oxygen that's insufficient to sustain

12          healthy ecosystems.  These harmful algal

13          blooms, Suffolk County had recently, by

14          an expert panel into the Harmful Algal

15          Bloom Symposium and Action Plan, as

16          having one of the most diverse and

17          frequent harmful algal blooms potentially

18          in the United States.  Excess algae also

19          reduces the amount of light that gets

20          down to the bottom, which reduces the

21          coverage of submerged aquatic vegetation,

22          doesn't provide sufficient light for

23          eelgrass and other submerged aquatic

24          vegetation to grow.  That habitat

25          provides habitat for shellfish; for
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2          example, for bay scallops.

3               In addition, dissolved oxygen is

4          needed for fish to survive, right, so

5          we've experienced frequent fish kills in

6          Suffolk County.  And if we look at the

7          slide here, we've seen significant

8          declines in our hard clam landings and

9          the scallops.  Now, overfishing is a

10          major, probably the major contributor to

11          that, but excess nitrogen, or studies on

12          excess nitrogen, particularly for hard

13          clams helps to prevent especially brown

14          tide repopulating, reestablishing the

15          population of the shellfish.

16               So for those of you that aren't

17          familiar with wastewater management in

18          Suffolk County, Suffolk County is roughly

19          74 percent unsewered, and 74 percent of

20          those homes, roughly 380,000 of them,

21          dispose of their wastewater in onsite

22          disposal systems that consist of either a

23          cesspool or a conventional sanitary

24          system.  Those cesspools and conventional

25          sanitary systems are not designed to
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2          remove nitrogen.

3               The last change that the county made

4          to the requirement for onsite disposal

5          systems goes back all the way to 1972,

6          and the only change made at the time was

7          to require a septic tank in front of the

8          cesspool to remove solids, still not a

9          technology to remove nitrogen from the

10          system.

11               Since the 1970s there's been major

12          advancements in onsite treatment

13          technologies, major advancements.  And so

14          those new technologies, I'm going to

15          refer to them as innovative alternative

16          onsite wastewater treatment systems,

17          these systems are being rigorously tested

18          in Suffolk County right now under their

19          pilot program, and through their Septic

20          Improvement Program, their grant program,

21          they're achieving greater than 70 percent

22          nitrogen removal on all county

23          average-wide.  But it's not to say that

24          sewers and this concept of these other

25          wastewater management tools into small
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2          cluster systems still aren't important in

3          the overall plan of wastewater management

4          in Suffolk County.

5               So the county recognizes that if

6          we're going to shift from this paradigm

7          of conventional sanitary systems, the

8          cesspools which essentially require no

9          maintenance to systems that require

10          maintenance, we need to start kicking off

11          a full-scale program that considers all

12          the factors that need to be considered

13          for this.  So here's a five-prong

14          approach that the county developed:

15               I already mentioned that we started

16          pilot testing demonstrating that these

17          systems do work in Suffolk County;

18               We've also been preparing the

19          industry and completing rigorous training

20          programs to both the installers/designers,

21          as well as maintenance providers to

22          properly maintain these systems;

23               The county has established a

24          responsible management entity to ensure

25          that these systems are designed,
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2          installed, maintained properly and that

3          there's an oversight agency responsible

4          for ensuring that that happens;

5               And then last but not least, we have

6          380,000 of these systems in the ground.

7          Where do we start?  Where do we start

8          chipping away at the problem in terms of

9          addressing these water quality

10          degradations in wastewater management.

11          So that's where the Subwatersheds

12          Wastewater Plan comes in.  That's the

13          last leg on this graphic here.

14               Now, keeping it in perspective, it's

15          a common theme that I'm going to say

16          today, none of this moves forward unless

17          a stable recurring revenue source is

18          identified and procured to offset the

19          cost to homeowners to facilitate the

20          installation of these systems and make

21          them affordable to homeowner.  So that's

22          a common theme that everybody needs to

23          keep in perspective.

24               The Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan

25          doesn't just fall under the umbrella of
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2          of a county initiative, Reclaim Our Water

3          initiative, it falls under a larger

4          umbrella called the Long Island Nitrogen

5          Action Plan, which is, was established a

6          couple of years ago to identify the

7          sources of nitrogen in both surface

8          waters and groundwater island wide,

9          Nassau County plus Suffolk County,

10          establish nitrogen reduction endpoints

11          and load reduction goals, as well as

12          develop an implementation plan to address

13          all sources of nitrogen.  So this is just

14          one element of an overall strategy to

15          reduce nitrogen from all sources on Long

16          Island.

17               So ultimately what is the purpose of

18          the Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan?  It's

19          an environmental benefit project designed

20          to provide a recommended roadmap on how

21          to upgrade these greater than 360 or

22          380,000 with commercial onsite disposal

23          systems with systems that reduce nitrogen

24          towards the protection and restoration of

25          our water resources.
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2               This plan is a recommended roadmap,

3          it's not a mandate, nothing in it is

4          binding.  It's a recommended roadmap, one

5          strategy to get from Point A to Point B.

6          Each policy recommendation in this plan

7          is going to require both county Board of

8          Health approval and Suffolk County

9          Legislature approval prior to being

10          advanced.  It represents a first ever in

11          a lot of senses.  This is the first time

12          that the county has taken and evaluated

13          wastewater management strategies in

14          Suffolk County going back all the way

15          from 1978 208 Study.  It's built off of

16          state-of-the-art models.  It's the first

17          time -- there's been lot a disparate

18          studies in various geographic regions in

19          Suffolk County, but it's the first time

20          anyone has attempted to use an integrated

21          groundwater model built off the same set

22          of input parameters, to establish

23          subwatershed boundaries, consistent set

24          of nitrogen loads, and it's also, it was

25          the first time anybody attempted to
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2          answer the question or ask the question

3          how much nitrogen do we need to remove

4          from the environment to restore our water

5          quality, and based on that, if we were to

6          implement the wastewater upgrade program,

7          how close would that wastewater upgrade

8          program advance us towards achieving

9          those goals.

10               So this slide just gives a little

11          taste for the order and magnitude on the

12          amount of information that was generated

13          and evaluated onto the study.  So we

14          broke the county down into 191 individual

15          surface water bodies that were evaluated,

16          we evaluated over 900 public supply

17          wells, we had over 800,000 surface water

18          quality data points in our database that

19          was used, I'd like to quote that there

20          were two national experts involved in the

21          project, both of them have been involved

22          in national projects all over the

23          country, and they commended the county on

24          the fact that we have one of the largest

25          databases for a county that they've ever



Enright Court Reporting (631) 589-7788

14

1         Riverhead Public Hearing - 9/5/2019

2          encountered in the entire United States.

3          And then the plan itself is also built on

4          land use data for over 500,000 parcels.

5          That was updated to 2016 land use

6          aerials.

7               And so the program itself was

8          guided, the methodologies were guided,

9          the input parameters were established

10          through a series of meetings that we

11          held, different layers of input from both

12          at the highest level what we called our

13          stakeholders kickoff meeting, we had

14          over 300 people invited to that

15          stakeholders kickoff meeting, to its

16          granular level of what we call these

17          expert work groups.  Now, the expert work

18          groups maybe had about eight to ten

19          members for each of these expert work

20          groups, and they were experts in the

21          field of their subdiscipline; for

22          example, groundwater modeling, surface

23          water modeling, nitrogen load

24          predictions, nitrogen load reduction

25          goals.
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2               So I might take a minute just to

3          summarize some of the two key

4          environmental findings from this study in

5          this period of time.

6               So the first one is the

7          Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan is

8          consistent with the numerous previous

9          studies that have been documented out

10          there that on average, in general,

11          nitrogen coming from onsite disposal

12          systems from wastewater systems that

13          aren't designed to remove nitrogen is the

14          predominant source of nitrogen

15          contributing to our watersheds and most

16          of the subwatersheds in Suffolk County.

17               The second finding was that, is

18          there a link between predicted nitrogen

19          load, calculated nitrogen load, actual

20          in-water concentration and resulting

21          water degradation within those water

22          bodies.  And so the answer from the

23          actual data in Suffolk County says yes.

24          And it's probably hard for some of you to

25          see this on the table here, but priority
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2          rank for all water bodies, these are all

3          the water bodies in blue in Suffolk

4          County, or the contributing areas, I

5          should say the watershed for these water

6          bodies, you can see that very low

7          nitrogen concentration, acceptable

8          dissolved oxygen, no harmful algal

9          blooms, acceptable chlorophyll-a,

10          excellent water clarity.  We go to the

11          water bodies in Suffolk County ranked as

12          Priority Rank 1, which are all the water

13          bodies on here that are in red, we see

14          significantly elevated total nitrogen

15          concentration in water, corresponding

16          increase in the predicted nitrogen load

17          in those waters, significant decrease in

18          dissolved oxygen, five harmful algal

19          blooms on average for the last ten years,

20          and significantly elevated chlorophyll-a

21          and a significant decrease in water

22          clarity.  So the proof is in the data, so

23          to speak, and the data in Suffolk County

24          supports this conclusion, that yes,

25          increased nitrogen loading results in
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2          increased concentration in our waters,

3          which results in water quality

4          degradation, or corroborates water

5          quality degradation.

6               So the primary program

7          recommendation set forth in the

8          Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan is the

9          implementation of a County-Wide Phased

10          Wastewater Upgrade Program.  The

11          recommendations in the phased program

12          consist of four phases, the first phase I

13          like to make the analogy of putting our

14          chess pieces in play, getting ready to

15          move forward with the full-scale program,

16          which we begin in Phase II.

17               So Phase I would include requiring

18          innovative alternative systems for all

19          new construction, conventional sanitary

20          systems are no longer the standard in

21          Suffolk County.  We would implement the

22          existing sewer projects that we have

23          funding for and that are already in the

24          queue right now.  We will look for and

25          establish our stable recurring revenue
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2          source to offset the cost to homeowners.

3          As I mentioned before, Phase II can't

4          begin unless there's a stable recurring

5          revenue source to offset the cost to

6          homeowners for this.  And we're going to

7          continue to run our existing grant and

8          loan programs to build the market, to

9          build the industry in Suffolk County, so

10          that we can get ready for the full-scale

11          programs that are in Phase II.

12               Once we have our pieces in play,

13          once we have a stable recurring revenue

14          source identified, then we would move to

15          Phase II, and Phase II is the primary

16          project phase associated with the

17          recommendations of the plan.  Phase II

18          attacks the highest priority areas, which

19          were deemed to be all the near shore

20          areas for all the surface waters in

21          Suffolk County, and it includes

22          individual subwatersheds, or what we've

23          defined and identified as Priority

24          Rank 1, surface water bodies and

25          groundwater areas.  That's roughly
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2          172,000 onsite disposal system upgrades

3          over a period of 30 years.

4               Once Phase II is complete, or near

5          completion, then we would conceptually

6          move over to Phase III.  And Phase III

7          attacks all of the remaining priority

8          areas in Suffolk County over a period

9          of 15 years.

10               I'm going to say one of the most

11          common questions I've gotten since the

12          release of the draft report is, okay, so

13          what does this mean to me as a homeowner,

14          what's the actual cost projection in the

15          subwatersheds plan to an individual

16          homeowner.  And amount of proposed in the

17          subwatersheds plan goal was to have

18          little to no out-of-pocket expense for

19          the capital investment for the

20          installation of these systems to the

21          homeowner, and for the first three years

22          of maintenance for these systems for the

23          homeowner.  So ultimately, what the

24          subwatersheds plan proposes is that if a

25          home falls within a program phase, that
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2          homeowner would essentially have a menu

3          of four options to upgrade during those

4          program phases.

5               If they're proactive and they

6          upgrade voluntarily, they would qualify

7          in for this model for 100 percent grant

8          funding for the installation.

9               If their system fails, they come

10          into the health department, get a new

11          permit, they're required to install an

12          innovative alternative system,

13          100 percent grandfathered under this

14          proposal.

15               If they wait to do a major

16          renovation on their building or property,

17          add a bedroom, for example, required to

18          come to the health department for a new

19          wastewater permit, required to upgrade,

20          they would qualify for 50 percent

21          grandfathering under this proposal.

22               If they don't act proactively under

23          options one through three, there could be

24          a requirement for requiring systems to be

25          upgraded under property transfer.
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2               The second primary recommendation in

3          the Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan is what

4          we're calling revisions to these Appendix A

5          modified sewage disposal systems.  For

6          those of you that aren't familiar with

7          these, these are small prepackaged sewage

8          treatment plants that are capable of

9          getting down to less than 10 milligrams per

10          liter, so very significant nitrogen removal,

11          but they have some limitations associated

12          with them right now because of the

13          setback requirements and the flow

14          limitations.  So these systems can be a

15          very important tool in the toolbox for

16          areas that have limited space available

17          to site a sewage treatment plant.  So an

18          example could be a mobile home park,

19          example could be a downtown hamlet.

20               So what we're proposing is we're

21          proposing to increase the allowable flow

22          for these systems to go from 15,000 gallons

23          per day to 30,000 per day, and we're

24          proposing to reduce the setbacks in

25          settings where the reduced setbacks can
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2          be accommodated safely.  Again, the

3          ultimate goal is to make these tools more

4          usable in Suffolk County for areas that

5          have challenging site conditions for

6          wastewater upgrades.

7               And then moving on, this is the

8          whole series of other program

9          recommendations in the plan.  So most of

10          these other recommendations deal with

11          challenging topics that during the course

12          of development of the plan we determined

13          we didn't have enough information right

14          now to provide solid policy

15          recommendations for these.  So

16          essentially in the plan for each one of

17          these additional topics -- sea level

18          rise, pathogens, phosphorus -- we

19          recommend collecting additional data,

20          evaluating that data and then coming up

21          with policy recommendations based on

22          those evaluations.

23               So I'm going to wrap up with some,

24          the subwatersheds plan with some program

25          benefits.  So this map is the predicted
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2          concentration of nitrogen in our Upper

3          Glacial aquifer.  So this is the nitrogen

4          in the shallowest groundwater system in

5          Suffolk County.  The top graphic

6          represents the predicted concentration in

7          groundwater under current land use

8          conditions and current wastewater

9          management practices.  Now, why is this

10          important?  Well, essentially all of the

11          groundwater in Suffolk County ultimately

12          discharges to our surface water bodies.

13          Shallow groundwater is also important on

14          the East End, because a lot of the

15          private supply wells in Suffolk County

16          are on the East End.  So the link between

17          groundwater and surface water and the use

18          of groundwater as a drinking water supply

19          is important.

20               And what we see is under current

21          conditions many of the areas in Suffolk

22          County have concentrations above what the

23          original intent of the initial Sanitary

24          Code was, which is about, say, 4

25          to 6 milligrams per liter.  That's due to
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2          legacy lot sizes that are smaller than

3          the current minimum lot sizes required

4          under Article 6.  If the county was to

5          implement the County-Wide Wastewater

6          Upgrade Program, this is what Suffolk

7          County's groundwater concentrations

8          uncover and the Upper Aquifer would look

9          like after installation of innovative

10          alternative systems, and you can just see

11          a dramatic shift, a dramatic change in

12          groundwater quality, essentially, almost

13          all the areas in the county to below what

14          the original intent of Article 6 was.

15               And then wrapping up some of the

16          possible program benefits, so based on

17          analysis, giving the current trends of

18          nitrogen in our Upper Aquifer, we're

19          estimating that we can reverse this

20          increasing trend that we're seeing in our

21          groundwater, our shallow groundwater,

22          within ten years of program implementation.

23          We established what we call harmful algal

24          blooms/dissolved oxygen, load reduction

25          goal.  We believe we can meet that goal
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2          in over 50 percent of the water bodies in

3          Suffolk County within the first, within

4          Phase II of the program, so within the

5          first thirty years, and then we would

6          have upgraded all of our top priority

7          drinking water protection areas in

8          30 years.

9               Within 45 years we address and

10          achieve this HAB/DO goal for 75 percent

11          of the water bodies in the county.  We

12          also have what I call a stretch goal in

13          here to establish, quote, unquote,

14          pristine water quality, and those load

15          reduction goals are a little more

16          aggressive, but we can achieve those load

17          reduction goals with a wastewater

18          management alone in over half the water

19          bodies in Suffolk County.

20               And then these are just some other

21          potential benefits.  Obviously, there's

22          other factors that go into these, but

23          protecting human health and pet health.

24          I know recently in national news and

25          local news there have been discussions
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2          and some articles of some dogs or pets

3          getting hurt from blue green algae.

4          Locally, our shellfish harvests are

5          decreased due to some of the toxins

6          associated with red tide, and some of the

7          other harmful algal blooms.  There's

8          definitely literature out there that

9          suggests clean water, clean water clarity

10          is associated with increased property

11          value, potential benefit to the program,

12          and then increasing our eelgrass

13          populations and our coastal vegetation

14          populations, which are directly linked to

15          anchoring the shoreline and ultimately

16          protecting against storm surge, another

17          potential benefit.

18               So anyone interested in more

19          information on the plan, press releases,

20          download the plan if you haven't already.

21          Can go on our website here and get that

22          information, as well as my contact

23          information.

24               And then quickly, I just wanted to

25          wrap up with a summary of the SEQRA
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2          process that we've gone through so far.

3          So some highlights, roughly almost three

4          years ago we held public hearings, what

5          we called scoping hearings to determine

6          what the scope of the evaluation for the

7          Draft Generic Environmental Impact

8          Statement was going to be.

9               On August 14th, the Council on

10          Environmental Quality of this year found

11          that the Draft Generic Environmental

12          Impact Statement was sufficient, was

13          complete and suitable for public review

14          and comment, which is why we're here

15          today.

16               And then pursuant to SEQRA

17          regulations, the county is going to

18          respond to all substantive comments and,

19          that are received in public hearings or

20          in writing by September 16th, as part of

21          the Final Generic Environmental Impact

22          Statement.

23               And for those of you that are,

24          haven't read or are unfamiliar with a

25          Draft Generic Environmental Impact
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2          Statement, what it's doing is it's part

3          of SEQRA, and it is evaluating and

4          analyzing the potential environmental

5          impacts, positive or negative, associated

6          with the proposed action, which is

7          essentially the major recommendations in

8          the Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan.

9          There's also a section in the Draft

10          Generic Environmental Impact Statement

11          that evaluates measures to mitigate

12          potential impacts that may result from

13          plan implementation.  And then there's

14          also an alternative analysis in the Draft

15          Generic Environmental Impact Statement

16          that analyzes is there a better way to do

17          this than what we're proposing in the

18          plan.

19               So that's all I had.  As I mentioned

20          before, written comments to my attention

21          after today's hearing and tomorrow's

22          hearing.  My information is on here and

23          it's on the website.

24               So thank you.

25               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Thank you,
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2          very much, Ken.  And you're going to stay

3          with us in case there are technical

4          issues to discuss; is that correct?

5               Very good.

6               So I just might say that this kind

7          of environmental review through the

8          Suffolk County environmental quality

9          council actually comes from the Suffolk

10          County Charter, and we have been working

11          with Suffolk County for, it seems like

12          forever, dealing with this plan.  But in

13          the last two or three months we have

14          rigorously gone through the documents

15          that you've had available in order to

16          help the county improve and tighten the

17          document as much as possible.  So we have

18          had considerable input already.

19               The point of this evening is to hear

20          your comments, to listen, and eventually

21          respond to the formal DGEIS process, and

22          so you'll be hearing from us again as the

23          ultimate DGEIS is completed towards the

24          end of this calendar year.

25               So with that, we will start the
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2          public portion, and I would like to call

3          in the order that I've received, almost

4          the order that I've received requests to

5          speak.  The first person tonight is the

6          Honorable Bridget Fleming, Second

7          Legislative District of Suffolk County.

8               Honorable Suffolk County Legislator

9          Fleming.

10               And I just remind everybody, we're

11          going to try to stick to three minutes.

12               LEGISLATOR FLEMING:  Thank you,

13          Mr. Chair.  I don't often have the

14          opportunity to speak with you.  I wanted

15          to just open by saying the work that the

16          CEQ does is so critically important.  I'm

17          so proud of the care that Suffolk County

18          government takes with regard to the

19          environment, and I think you all are very

20          much responsible for that.  So thank you

21          for your efforts and your contributions

22          to the community.

23               I am here in strong support of the

24          subwatersheds plan.  I recognize that the

25          plan, as Ken Zegel pointed out, provides
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2          an initial road map, and that's really

3          what we're considering at this point,

4          really looking at data collection, what

5          all that data collection means, and then

6          identifying decision points that flow

7          from the conclusions that can be drawn

8          from that data.  The science behind it is

9          quite rigorous, and as Ken pointed out,

10          many, a number of nationally known

11          scientists have recognized how remarkably

12          rigorous this is and how important it is.

13          I would note also for the public and for

14          yourselves, just to repeat, that anything

15          that flows from this plan, any policy

16          decisions that are acted upon will need

17          first board of health review and approval

18          and then also we at the legislature will

19          have to approve it.  So there will be

20          plenty of opportunity for discussion and

21          decision-making on those three big

22          policy- recommended phases that Ken spoke

23          about.

24               But I do want to recognize the

25          importance of this moment.  I happen to
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2          represent a district where a dog did die

3          from swimming in a pond, where the family

4          that this dog belonged to had been living

5          at for decades, for generations, and here

6          their dog, it's a true tragedy that that

7          dog died.  That was the blue green algae.

8          It hasn't gone away, that pond is still

9          considerably impaired as are many, many

10          in our, throughout Suffolk County.

11               The effort to the sewer Suffolk

12          County as a whole was abandoned about

13          four decades ago, and since that time

14          most of our community, you heard Ken say,

15          over 70 percent of our community has been

16          burying our septic waste untreated.  We

17          have sandy soils, we have some of the

18          finest marine resource in the country,

19          and our only source of drinking water is

20          what we are walking on, playing on,

21          working on.  And yet, we have buried our

22          waste untreated for this, for decades

23          now.

24               The red tide first showed up in

25          1985.  At that time nitrogen was
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2          identified as a potential source of the

3          poisons that were flowing into the water

4          that ended up killing Annie Hall's dog.

5          Since that time, the Great South Bay has

6          seen the collapse of 6000 jobs.  One-half

7          of all hard shell clams consumed in the

8          United States used to be produced by the

9          Great South Bay.  There was a time when

10          Greenport produced 6.5 million bushels of

11          oysters a year, that's $65 million in

12          current economic activity.

13               We have the opportunity now under

14          the great leadership of county executive,

15          his deputy county executive for water

16          problems, Peter Scully, Ken Zegel, and

17          the whole team, to reverse that course of

18          action and to bring back our economy and

19          to bring back our environmental

20          resources.

21               I just want to close by saying the

22          presiding officer, when he heard the

23          presentation by the department of health

24          services at our recent committee, noted

25          that this is a bold, ambitious, important
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2          plan.  We are behind it, I hope that you

3          will are behind it, and I look forward to

4          working with the public to understand

5          their concerns so that we can bring this

6          bold, ambitious plan over the finish line

7          and save our waters.

8               Thank you.

9               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Thank you,

10          Legislator Fleming.

11               I'd just like to recognize the

12          Honorable Steven Englebright, from the

13          Assembly, State of New York.  Legislator

14          Englebright, are you prepared to make a

15          statement?

16               LEGISLATOR ENGLEBRIGHT:  Yes.

17               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  We will take

18          you out of order.

19               LEGISLATOR ENGLEBRIGHT:  Thank you.

20               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Please spell

21          your last name for the stenographer.

22               LEGISLATOR ENGLEBRIGHT:  That's

23          E-N-G-L-E-B-R-I-G-H-T.  I'm the Assembly

24          member from the 4th Assembly District,

25          and thank you for your courtesy.  I
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2          appreciate it.

3               I had the privilege of seeing this

4          presentation at the civic association of

5          the Setaukets two evenings ago.  I was

6          very impressed with the level of

7          scholarship, the quality of the

8          recommendations.  I think it is a

9          blueprint for sustainability for this

10          great county of Suffolk, and for many

11          other parts of the Atlantic coastal

12          plain.  I think the work that's being

13          done here will have significance, not

14          only in our own immediate area, but

15          indeed in many of our sister municipal

16          jurisdictions.

17               The idea of having a plan instead of

18          just simply proceeding to assume that

19          somehow out of sight and out of mind is

20          okay for our human wastes is an antique

21          idea, it is not a good idea, and it is an

22          idea that is not only something for the

23          rearview mirror, but it is something that

24          this plan is a formula for making

25          adjustments and corrections going
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2          forward.  It gives us hope for reclaiming

3          the water chemistry of our recreational

4          waters and improving and maintaining

5          indefinitely the water chemistry and

6          purity of our drinking water.

7               So this is a critical moment.  We

8          haven't had a plan like this since the

9          208 Study in 1978.  That's decades have

10          passed.  We've arrived at a point,

11          though, where with the demonstration of

12          courage of this legislature, and I see

13          some of my colleagues here and I salute

14          you, the vision of this county executive,

15          who has dedicated himself to really

16          trying to resolve this problem in

17          cooperation with the legislature, and

18          then in concert with representatives of

19          the State University at Stony Brook and

20          other parts of the academic realm.  Thank

21          you for your good work, Dr. Swanson.  You

22          and your colleagues in tandem and in

23          cooperation with our health department

24          give us hope for the future.

25               So I'm in strong support.  My main
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2          concern, if I was to -- would be that we

3          have an equally strong and continuing

4          focus on preventive methodology in

5          addition to the advanced wastewater

6          treatment to correct already

7          deteriorating water systems, it's equally

8          important to make sure that for those

9          portions of our environment that are

10          still clean that we continue to maintain

11          our commitment to open space preservation

12          and the role that appropriate land use

13          plays, which is mentioned in this study,

14          but needs to also be translated into

15          policy.  We should not allow improved

16          sewers to drive new development by

17          itself.  That's my only concern, it is

18          not a criticism, as indeed that is

19          something that was within the scope of

20          the presentation that I was privileged to

21          be witness to the other evening.

22               Thank you for holding this hearing.

23          I brought one of our students from Stony

24          Brook University here this evening.

25          Others maybe in transit sit here, I'm
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2          hoping we have citizens not just from the

3          campus but also from the community here

4          this evening.  It is a significant moment

5          in the history of the county, though, and

6          I thank you all for your good work.

7               Thank you for the courtesy.

8               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Thank you,

9          Steve.

10               I know that the Honorable Fred

11          Thiele was here earlier.  Fred, are you

12          here?

13               AUDIENCE MEMBER:  He left.

14               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  He left,

15          okay.  Next we'll hear from the Honorable

16          Jodi Giglio, Town Council, Town of

17          Riverhead.

18               Thank you for coming.  Please spell

19          your last name.

20               COUNCILWOMAN GIGLIO:  Sure.  Thank

21          you.  Councilwoman Jodi Giglio, town of

22          Riverhead, GIGLIO.

23               First I would like to thank the

24          committee for their hard work, and for

25          all the environmental advocates that are



Enright Court Reporting (631) 589-7788

39

1         Riverhead Public Hearing - 9/5/2019

2          here, including myself and legislators

3          that are very concerned about water

4          quality here on Long Island, especially

5          in Suffolk County.

6               I'm a supporter removing nitrogen

7          from surface waters and from our aquifer.

8          We have to start somewhere, and I think

9          that this is a good start.  I think that

10          we need to look at quality versus

11          quantity.  I think the priority should be

12          large nitrogen discharge systems and

13          connections in concentrated communities,

14          connecting those communities to sewers

15          where sewers are in close proximity, such

16          as manufactured home parks that may have

17          existed even before Article 6.

18               I think that the tax implications

19          needs to be addressed.  Several people

20          were very surprised to get 1099s when

21          they were given the funding for these

22          systems.

23               Transient housing is a concern of

24          mine, especially in looking at the maps

25          that your very educated, and thank you
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2          for educating me and showing those maps,

3          but in the concentrated areas it seems

4          that those are very transient communities

5          on some parts.  So the alternative waste

6          systems in those concentrated areas that

7          have been abandoned or not used during

8          the winter months and then they come in

9          for the first two weeks in June, what the

10          overload may be on those systems and how

11          long it will take for redundancy of the

12          bacteria in order to be effective in the

13          nitrogen removal.

14               I am thinking that the depth to

15          groundwater for the alternative systems

16          versus conventional systems in power

17          outages is something that should be

18          addressed, because in power outages there

19          is no nitrogen removal at all, there's no

20          electricity to the system.  Would you be

21          requiring every homeowner to have a

22          generator in order to keep the system

23          functioning during power outages for

24          extended period of times.  And what would

25          those power outages and no nitrogen
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2          removal in close proximity to

3          groundwater, what kind of effect would

4          that have on the ecosystems around them

5          and how long would it take those

6          ecosystems to rebuild.

7               I think that the priority should be

8          in the heavy areas and the downtowns and

9          in the larger communities that, you know,

10          are on the undersized lots.  A lot of

11          people are afraid of government, and I

12          don't think that they should be, but I

13          know that this process for I think the

14          150 systems that have been installed

15          throughout Suffolk County out of the

16          380,000 that we're looking to turn over,

17          that not only the contractors have had a

18          hard time getting paid, but the

19          homeowners were very surprised when they

20          did get a 1099, so I think that needs to

21          be worked through.

22               I think that helping Westhampton

23          connect to sewers is important.  I think

24          that we need to expedite any variance

25          applications for undersized lots and do
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2          not require engineers to actually prepare

3          a plan for these systems, maybe somebody

4          from the county can engineer the drawings

5          for these undersized lots or for these

6          systems, because I think there will be a

7          very costly outlay initially for any

8          homeowner to undertake.

9               I agree 380 systems should be

10          changed, at one point or another, but we

11          are on an island, and I think that

12          sewering is the best, most cost-effective

13          way.  We have to start somewhere.  This

14          is a good start and the funding is there

15          now, but I think we should prioritize and

16          complete the Priority Rank 1 before we

17          start going into subshed areas where

18          there's 30 feet to groundwater.

19               Thank you.

20               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Thank you,

21          very much.

22               COUNCILWOMAN GIGLIO:  And I also

23          have a copy that I would like to submit

24          for your review from Marty Trent, from

25          Suffolk County Department of Health
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2          Services in 2014.  If you haven't seen it

3          I'll just provide it to you for the

4          record.

5               Thank you.

6               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Thank you.

7               Are there any other elected

8          officials that I have missed that would

9          like to speak?

10               All right, if not, we will move

11          ahead.

12               Chris Clapp.

13               Chris, it's good to see you.  Please

14          spell your name.

15               MR. CLAPP:  Christopher Clapp,

16          C-L-A-P-P.  Nice to see you, Dr. Swanson,

17          nice to see you council members.

18               Nice presentation, Ken.

19               My name in Chris Clapp.  I'm a

20          marine scientist with The Nature

21          Conservancy on Long Island.  I'm also the

22          chair of the Water Quality Technical

23          Advisory Committee for the Town of East

24          Hampton overseeing their CPF funds, their

25          water quality related CPF funds, and
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2          serve on the Town of Southampton's

3          similar committee, among other things.

4               But I just want to take a step back

5          here in my presentation, or my comments

6          today.  I was hired quite a while ago by

7          The Nature Conservancy when they acquired

8          the Blue Point oyster lands underwater

9          land in Great South Bay.  My hire was to

10          restore shellfish to the Great South Bay

11          utilizing that property, as well as

12          oversee our shellfish grow-out program

13          Mashomack Preserve in the Peconic

14          Estuary.  I was also charged with

15          creating a research and restoration plan

16          for eelgrass in those estuaries.

17               Now, we spent millions of dollars on

18          shellfish restoration, and for every

19          dollar that we spent on on-the-ground and

20          in-the-water restoration of putting harm

21          clams, bay scallops or oysters out in the

22          water, we spent $3 on research and

23          monitoring so that we could track our

24          progress and change course when needed.

25               Now, we had at one point one of the
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2          largest hard clam sets in Great South Bay

3          history around 2006-2007.  There was a

4          brief lapse of brown tide at that period

5          of time.  We thought this is great, we

6          worked ourselves out of a job.  We

7          addressed, we worked with baymen on

8          addressing licensing and shellfish

9          harvest limits, thinking that trying to

10          stem the tide of one of the original

11          causes of decline was shellfishing, over

12          harvesting of shellfishing in the '70s,

13          some 6,000 people working on the bay was

14          just not sustainable.

15               But what we were also seeing that

16          the brown tide coming in in 1985 also

17          corresponded with about a thirty-year lag

18          of groundwater travel time with Long

19          Island's peak development boom of the

20          '50s, '60s, and into the early '70s.  So

21          you had a confluence of events,

22          overharvest and the lag time of

23          groundwater travel bringing all of that

24          new nitrogen into the bay.

25               So in that research and monitoring,
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2          one of the things we realized was the

3          source of the problem causing the harmful

4          algal blooms that then killed that

5          largest set of shellfish in history was

6          brown tide, and the source fueling that

7          brown tide was not the stormwater runoff

8          which we had believed for 30 or so years,

9          but it was from septic systems and

10          cesspools.  Our team was now confronted

11          with do we do something about this or do

12          we fold up shop and walk away.

13               At that point we decided to do

14          something about it.  We are doing

15          something about it, we're here supporting

16          this work, we've been helping inform some

17          of this work along the way.  As a marine

18          scientist who joint this field to restore

19          our coastal estuaries, salt marshes,

20          shellfish, eelgrass, I do not want to be

21          here today talking about septic systems

22          and cesspools and wastewater, we have to

23          be here today talking about this.  This

24          is the work we have to do.

25          Unfortunately, it's not the work we want
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2          to do, but this is the work that we have

3          to do to get us to a point where we could

4          do the work that we want to do.

5               Thank you, all, very much.  Support

6          this project greatly.  The work was done

7          with great rigor, and great to see a

8          final product moving forward.

9               Thank you.

10               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Thank you,

11          Chris.

12               Mr. Royal Reynolds.

13               AUDIENCE MEMBER:  He just stepped

14          out, just a second ago.

15               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  We'll come

16          back to him.

17               Mr. Roger Tollefsen.

18               AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Roy was going to

19          go up before me, so I just want to take

20          the order the same way.  I'll get him.

21               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Roger, let me

22          do this, we will go on to the next

23          speaker and then come back to you two.

24               AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Thank you.

25               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Mr. Jefferson
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2          Murphree.

3               MR. MURPHREE:  Good evening,

4          everyone.  Jefferson Murphree,

5          M-U-R-P-H-R-E-E.  I have a letter I would

6          like to submit into the record.

7               I want to keep my comments brief,

8          because we've touched a lot on what other

9          speakers have already said.  So thank you

10          for the opportunity for us to appear this

11          evening.

12               Access to clean inexpensive drinking

13          water is vital, not only to our residents

14          and our economy, but also to our

15          environment.  This is a monstrous task.

16          I've never seen a planning study of this

17          volume since I moved to Long Island in

18          1998.  This will require actions by our

19          elected officials, our appointed

20          officials and our staff.  But most

21          importantly, as Legislator Fleming

22          pointed out, this is going to require a

23          lot of public education, because it's

24          going to require the understanding and

25          commitment by our residents that they're
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2          part of the solution.  As I said, I just

3          submitted a letter into the record, just

4          to highlight some of Town of Riverhead's

5          issues and concerns regarding the

6          document.  Ken Zegel pointed out a number

7          of those issues already, as what are the

8          long-term costs with the I/A systems.

9          Just the 819 homes within the Priority 1

10          area along Peconic Bay in Riverhead,

11          according to your document, is going to

12          cost over $17 million just to install

13          those systems.

14               Second is what are the long-term

15          maintenance costs of these systems, and

16          who's going to bear them beyond Year 3.

17          This is going to require a long-term

18          sustainable financial commitment by the

19          county.  We're going to rely on federal

20          and state funds and we're going to need

21          grant opportunities for our lower income

22          areas.

23               And lastly, on a personal note, if

24          there's any opportunity to extend the

25          written comment period beyond
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2          September 16th, it would be greatly

3          appreciated.  This is a monstrous

4          document, and just by comparison, one of

5          the greatest novels ever written, Moby

6          Dick, is only 575 pages long.

7               So I thank you for your time.

8               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Thank you.

9               I appreciate your comments with

10          regard to the pain and agony of reading

11          it, and I actually am supposed to enjoy

12          it, in my field.

13               Mr. Royal Reynolds.

14               MR. REYNOLDS:  Sorry I stepped out.

15               Three minutes?  I need two hours.  I

16          must have read a different report than

17          these other people.

18               My name is Roy Reynolds, and

19          together with a group of engineers,

20          scientists and public health experts, we

21          reviewed the impact statement and

22          wastewater plan.  We have submitted

23          written comments, which I think you

24          probably have in front of you now.

25               Based on this review, we find both
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2          documents to be deficient on several

3          levels.  As a group, we found most

4          puzzling was the focus on nitrogen as

5          being the trigger for all the ills of the

6          groundwater and estuaries.  We've been

7          told nitrogen is Public Enemy No. 1 and

8          septic systems are monsters.  According

9          to the plan, nitrogen is the cause of

10          fish kills, the decline of clam

11          populations, the cause of harmful algae

12          blooms, and it supposedly affects the

13          health of Suffolk County residents.  This

14          is the plan's hypothesis.

15               When we reviewed the plan we found

16          no cause and effect to these claims.

17          People are not unhealthy because of

18          nitrogen.  Instead of proving cause and

19          effect, the plan inferred connection to

20          nitrogen, misinterpreting data, failing

21          to consider information supporting

22          alternative causes, and using computer

23          models to bolster its flawed hypothesis.

24               The most outstanding flaw of the

25          plan was the changing of assumptions
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2          which had been used for wastewater

3          nitrogen loading to the groundwater and

4          bays using computer models.  Where just

5          three years ago nitrogen loading from a

6          conventional sewage disposal system was

7          determined to be reduced by 66 percent,

8          now the plan is only 27 percent.  It

9          doubled nitrogen loading with the stroke

10          of a pen, by the same consultants.  We

11          found no justification for these changes.

12          This puts all the nitrogen loading

13          results and conclusions into question,

14          and if we are correct, this negates most

15          of the plan's findings.  The DGEIS does

16          not address this.

17               In addition, the plan goes out of

18          its way to exaggerate the significance of

19          nitrogen as a pollutant.  It manipulates

20          data by using statistics to paint a grim

21          picture of our water quality.  In a

22          section called "Sobering statistics," the

23          plan declares that nitrogen

24          concentrations in the Magothy Aquifer

25          rose 93 percent.  Now, 93 percent, that
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2          sounds really bad, until we look at the

3          data.  The 93 percent actually amounted

4          to a 0.85 milligram per liter rise

5          over 26 years.  Insignificant.

6               Unfortunately, examples of this are

7          prevalent throughout the plan and the

8          impact statement.  The plan basically

9          indicates that we sewer all Suffolk

10          County, all the problems will go away.

11          Well, we already did that in Nassau

12          County and western Suffolk.  It didn't

13          help and it created more problems.

14               Another shortcoming of the plan is

15          it gives up responsibility for

16          controlling wastewater reduction or flows

17          within sewer districts to the local

18          zoning and planning boards.  The plan

19          also denies the impact of growth

20          inducement, caused by sewers, which will

21          have a negative impact.

22               The plan and impact statement are

23          unacceptable as presented, and should not

24          be forwarded to the legislature as

25          written.  Forming a strategy for sewage
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2          disposal around nitrogen is like forming

3          an education strategy around one subject.

4               One big concern is that our comments

5          will not be addressed.  The same people

6          who wrote the report will be the ones to

7          make decisions on changes.  This seems to

8          be a lack of checks and balances.  We

9          would like to resolve this here before it

10          gets to the legislature, but if we have

11          to, we will go to court.  Besides the

12          written comments, we will be also leaving

13          a copy of a report completed March of

14          this year which makes recommendations for

15          the sewage disposal practices in Suffolk

16          County.  Anyone here who would like a

17          copy of these documents, just give us

18          your e-mail address and we'll see that

19          you get them.  If you agree with our

20          position --

21               AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Please join us.

22               MR. REYNOLDS:  -- please join us.

23               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Mr. Reynolds,

24          thank you, very much, for your thoughtful

25          comments.
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2               Roger Tollefsen.  Nice to see you

3          again, Roger.  I haven't seen you for a

4          while.

5               MR. TOLLEFSEN:  Been hiding.

6               It's Roger Tollefsen,

7          T-O-L-L-E-F-S-E-N, and I just want to

8          talk a little bit about our bays.  That's

9          where my passion is.  One of the major

10          functions of the SWP is its ranking

11          system, and it does a great job, I think,

12          in going back and putting numbers through

13          models to come up with this system.

14               The thing it did not do, it did not

15          include some of the things that we most

16          value about our bays.  It explicitly went

17          back and stated it did not consider

18          finfish, shellfish, and pathogens in the

19          water that we may be swimming in.  Now,

20          these things, at least the finfish and

21          the shellfish, interact with our bays.

22          But this plan has not shown that in any

23          way it considered the nutritional needs

24          of the shellfish.  And in fact, the

25          primary goal of this whole plan is the
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2          assumption that they can starve the

3          harmful algae blooms without having any

4          impact to the rest of the estuary.

5               Twenty years ago I went to one of

6          the first ecosystem-based management

7          programs, which is a system that goes

8          back and says you can't look at one thing

9          without realizing it affects many other

10          things.  This plan is going back and

11          stomping its foot on the bay by saying

12          that it will reduce the nitrogen and then

13          go back and magically get rid of the

14          harmful algal blooms and the shellfish

15          will come back.  This has not happened in

16          other estuaries, and the fact that this

17          plan has not looked at the experiences of

18          other estuaries, some as near as

19          Narragansett, to me is disheartening.

20               There's an opportunity here to learn

21          and I think we should jump into it full

22          forward.  I am not opposed to the fact

23          that people are trying to do things for

24          right for the bay; however, nowhere in

25          the plan does it say what the bay is
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2          going to be when they finish.  There are

3          no quantitative goals.  There is no

4          consideration for the nutritional needs

5          of shellfish.  And one of the things you

6          may not realize, all the major estuaries

7          in the Unites States, Peconic Bay in

8          Greenport have the lowest, some of the

9          lowest levels of nitrogen loading of any

10          of those estuaries.  And that hasn't been

11          even addressed.  And it's not without

12          consequence, I believe, based on the

13          information we have available, that only

14          harmful algal blooms are associated with

15          those estuaries that have low levels of

16          nitrogen.  The ones that have the highest

17          levels don't have harmful algal blooms.

18          We have examples right here in

19          Southampton.

20               So these are the things that this

21          plan has not gone back and taken

22          advantage of.  There's a lot of work into

23          it, but it needs a direction to look at

24          the living resource of the bay, not just

25          numbers in terms of concentrations.
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2               Thank you.

3               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Thank you,

4          Roger.

5               Karl Novak.

6               MR. NOVAK:  Thank you for allowing

7          me to speak.  I'd like to thank everyone

8          on the committee for all of their hard

9          work.

10               My name is Karl Novak.  I currently

11          serve as president of the Long Island

12          Farm Bureau.  Long Island Farm Bureau is

13          a member association representing the

14          farming community on Long Island.

15               Agriculture is still a vibrant

16          industry in Suffolk County, with over

17          550 farm operations and over 35,000 acres

18          of farmland in production.  Suffolk

19          County remains one of the top producing

20          agricultural counties in the state of

21          New York, ranking number four as of 2017,

22          with over $225 million of products sold

23          annually.

24               We have two comments to offer about

25          the draft environmental impact statement
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2          and the subwatersheds plan recently put

3          forth by the county.  For the past

4          15 years farmers have worked diligently

5          to implement many programs to help with

6          the soil quality and reduce inputs into

7          the environment from their agricultural

8          operations.  Farmers rely upon and care

9          for their land for many different

10          reasons, most importantly, to produce

11          food a fiber necessary to feed New York

12          residents, as well as producing products

13          that improve the quality of their lives.

14          Equally as important is the value of the

15          land which many farmers utilize as a

16          means of collateral when obtaining loans

17          and annual starting capital for their

18          operations from lending institutions.  We

19          remain concerned about any upzone or

20          devaluing of our land by restrictions in

21          the plan which will have severe impacts

22          on our ability to borrow, and impacts on

23          our largest and most important asset, our

24          land.  We believe in a landowner's

25          ability to utilize property according to
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2          the rights inherent to that property and

3          strong object to any potential taking of

4          these rights.  We also request that if

5          there are any funding mechanisms designed

6          to offset the costs of these innovative

7          systems, that a portion of the funding be

8          utilized to continue to preserve open

9          space and farmland in Suffolk County.

10          Suffolk remains a leader in these areas

11          supporting the purchase of development

12          rights for preserving farmland, and as

13          noted in the report, where purchasing all

14          remaining land won't solve the drinking

15          water issues it remains a valuable tool

16          in the toolbox that should not be

17          overlooked.  A small percentage of any

18          funding raised will help to continue the

19          great work of Suffolk County in their

20          preservation efforts and will keep our

21          rural character, while reducing the

22          suburban sprawl.

23               Thank you for the opportunity to

24          speak.

25               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Mr. Novak, I
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2          have a question, just unrelated to what

3          we're talking about, but something else

4          in the environment.

5               Could I try to get together with you

6          and our friend over here, Rob, to discuss

7          about winter cover crops as carbon

8          sequestration as a means to alleviate

9          ocean acidification?

10               MR. NOVAK:  Absolutely.

11               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  I need to

12          learn something about farming.

13               MR. NOVAK:  Absolutely, and I

14          suggest that we get Cornell Cooperative

15          Extension involved also.

16               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Okay.  Thank

17          you, very much.

18               MR. NOVAK:  Thank you.

19               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Mr. Kevin

20          McAllister.  Come on, Kevin.

21               MR. McALLISTER:  Oh, my goodness,

22          Dr. Swanson.

23               Kevin McAllister of Defend H2O.

24          Thank you for the introduction.

25               I'd like to speak a bit about
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2          history, progress and process.

3               Dr. Swanson, you know this

4          firsthand.  Back in 2005, the Forge River

5          was thrust in the spotlight for an

6          explosion of algal bloom, fish kill, crab

7          scurrying out of the water.  Ultimately,

8          the public attention to the situation

9          there certainly I think illuminated the

10          influences of wastewater, and to Suffolk

11          County's credit, without too much delay

12          they actually sunk some groundwater wells

13          and we could see the levels of nitrogen

14          in groundwater.  Obviously there's other

15          factors in play with the Forge River, but

16          certainly I think it started to

17          illuminate the issue.

18               With respect to process and

19          progress, as an advocate certainly I've

20          been speaking to the issue for some

21          years, and particularly on the heels of

22          the Forge River.  In January of 2011, in

23          conjunction with then Legislator Edward

24          Romaine, we hosted a informational

25          meeting at the county legislature on
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2          innovative and alternative systems as we

3          became aware of these applications in

4          other regions of the country; New Jersey

5          Pine Barrens, Cape Cod, et cetera.

6          Unfortunately, at the time it was not

7          embraced by Suffolk County.  There was no

8          representation at that forum.  I will say

9          now with respect to progress and process,

10          to the credit of Mr. Bellone he took very

11          little delay in moving forward on this.

12               And I want to really take great

13          lengths to compliment Suffolk County

14          health department.  I think in the last

15          three or four years, under Mr. Scully's

16          overview, they've done tremendous work.

17          One of my criticisms was certainly with

18          code reforms.  We've seen significant

19          changes, grandfathering has been done

20          away with, which was a very positive

21          initiative, Article 19 with the

22          innovative alternative systems, they keep

23          getting better and better with time.  And

24          while I certainly believe that there are

25          other influences, climate change in
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2          particular, with the appearance of these

3          harmful algal blooms everywhere, there's

4          really, you know, no common denominator,

5          but I do think wastewater is a serious

6          problem, nitrogen and bacterial

7          contamination.

8               The work in this report I think is

9          extremely solid.  I'm very pleased once

10          again -- if you give me a little latitude

11          -- of the quality of the work from the

12          consultant in conjunction and

13          coordination with the health department.

14          So it's very sound science.

15               Going forward I guess from my

16          perspective I think there's some serious

17          issues that we have to pay attention to.

18          Sea level rise, the inundations of these

19          systems in the coastal zone need to be a

20          priority.  While we talk about nitrogen

21          influences, bacterial contamination is a

22          serious problem, so either we're getting

23          these systems up out of groundwater, or

24          we're bringing pipes to sewer.  So we

25          need to certainly be thoughtful of that.
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2               Groundwater recharge, I think going

3          forward, again with sea level rise, salt

4          waiter intrusion, the extent of

5          maintaining a solid head of freshwater in

6          groundwater is extremely important.  Some

7          of these larger projects that are

8          proposing off-shore discharge I think are

9          misguided.

10               So I guess in closing I would say

11          that I certainly support this initiative.

12          I know the devil's in the details,

13          there's a lot of work to be done going

14          forward, but it's a solid start, solid

15          blueprint for change, which we need.  I

16          ask you to support the plan, move it

17          toward to the legislature and then we'll

18          carry on.

19               Thank you.

20               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Thank you,

21          Kevin, as always for your interest and

22          for your passion.

23               Bob DeLuca.

24               MR. DeLUCA:  Thank you, Chairman

25          Swanson, members of the CEQ.  My name is
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2          Bob DeLuca, and I serve as president of

3          Group for the East End.  For the record,

4          the group represents the conservation and

5          community planning concerns of

6          several-thousand-member households,

7          individuals and businesses across the

8          five East End towns.  Started in 1972.

9          And also for the record, I guess I should

10          just say with a little bit of pride that

11          about a third of my career I spent with

12          the Suffolk County Office of Ecology,

13          even for a period of time serving the CEQ

14          as the county's representative.  So I see

15          the work done by Ken and all those at

16          Suffolk County and it warms the heart a

17          bit.  Because I started my career back on

18          the heels of the 208 Study.

19               So one of the things that I think is

20          important to understand is that in the

21          work that you do and the recommendations

22          that you make to the legislature, early

23          part of my career was the period of time

24          when the county was moving forward with

25          Article 6, Article 7, and Article 12, and
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2          if you think there are arguments to be

3          had about whether or not somebody can put

4          in an A/I system and who is going to pay

5          $200 a year, trying telling ten towns in

6          Suffolk County that they're no longer in

7          control of their zoning because we have

8          new zoning rules under Article 6.  I

9          mean, those were pretty rough times.  But

10          the reality is the work that led to that

11          came from the 208 Study and the

12          supplemental reports out of that study.

13          And if you go back and take a look, and I

14          will say that this study, I have to say,

15          was written better than that, which is

16          you don't have to be a scientist really

17          to read it and understand it, but the

18          science is there.  All of those

19          controversial yet productive changes to

20          the Suffolk County Sanitary Code were

21          built upon the foundation of the

22          208 Study, and everybody -- I don't know

23          anybody, maybe there are some, who will

24          come up and tell you that the 208 Study

25          was malarkey and we shouldn't have done
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2          that and it didn't help Long Island.  It

3          helped Suffolk County immensely.  It

4          didn't do everything, it couldn't do

5          everything.  And if you go back to one of

6          the early chapters you will find a couple

7          of things that were in that study that

8          this study tries to resolve today.  One

9          of them was there was a very specific

10          statement of what the unknown

11          consequences of wastewater systems on

12          surface water, and that that really

13          wasn't understood at the time as it is

14          today, and the other thing was that there

15          was a need to, at least our modeling and

16          looking at the groundwater hydrology in a

17          more regional basis than had been done

18          before.  Lots of other recommendations,

19          but I think those two become the

20          underpinning of this work.  And

21          ultimately, that's what you have to do to

22          make progress.  You could go through this

23          study and I'm sure you could find 50, 60

24          things that you wish had been done

25          differently or might have been done a
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2          little bit this way or that way, but

3          having been in this business for the last

4          thirty years, the foundation of this

5          study is solid, it is backed by science,

6          the work in your environmental review

7          that's in front of you meets the test in

8          front of the State Environmental Quality

9          Review Act, and I urge you, obviously to

10          move forward answering legitimate

11          questions brought before you, but to not

12          delay the change that needs to happen and

13          let the legislature hear from all of

14          those people and make the policy

15          decisions that will still need to be made

16          down the line.  I think that's critical,

17          and I don't think we can wait anymore, I

18          think the problems are too large.

19               Just a final footnote, just a couple

20          of things.  You hear a lot about that

21          these systems are going to cost you a

22          couple of hundred dollars to run over

23          time.  I just want to -- think about

24          that.  I grew up in a house didn't have

25          sprinklers, it didn't have air
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2          conditioning, had a dug well, and we

3          didn't have cable TV.  And I wasn't

4          living in the wilderness.  But, you know,

5          as you move on in time, technology

6          changes and I have to think that for the

7          good of the water quality of this county,

8          if people understand the relationship

9          between that septic system, their

10          drinking water, and surface waters, the

11          cost to run those systems over time will

12          seem very reasonable.

13               And a final thing is I do think it's

14          within the purview of the CEQ and

15          important to simply clarify the issue of

16          growth inducement as a result of advanced

17          treatment systems and the prospect that

18          we're still going to sewer, you know,

19          from Babylon to Montauk, because I don't

20          think it's going to ever happen, the

21          money will never be there, it's not

22          cost-effective with current zonings

23          anyway, and if it hasn't been said often

24          enough, let you guys say it, provide that

25          to the legislature.
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2               I thank you, very much, for your

3          time.  God speed moving forward.

4               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Thank you,

5          very much.

6               Kyle Robbin.

7               MR. RABIN:  Good evening.  Thank

8          you.

9               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  I apologize

10          if I pronounced your name incorrectly.

11          Please spell it, though, for the record.

12               MR. RABIN:  No problem.

13               Good evening.  Kyle Rabin.

14          R-A-B-I-N.

15               Thank you, Dr. Swanson and members

16          of the council.  I appreciate the

17          opportunity to provide comments here

18          tonight.

19               My comments are based on the letter

20          of support from John Cameron, chairperson

21          of the Regional Planning Council.  I'm a

22          program manager for the Regional Planning

23          Council, focused on the Long Island

24          Nitrogen Action Plan.

25               The Regional Planning Council
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2          strongly supports Suffolk County's

3          carefully crafted Subwatersheds

4          Wastewater Plan.  I've heard sound

5          science used a few times tonight, and

6          that exactly right.  We definitely are

7          impressed with the work that's gone into

8          this effort.  We believe the plan will

9          provide a much-needed county-wide

10          strategy to tackle nitrogen pollution,

11          which has become the greatest threat to

12          Long Island's surface waters and

13          groundwater.

14               As is widely known and as noted in

15          the plan, nitrogen pollution has taken a

16          significant impact on the region's

17          economy, ecosystems, coastal resiliency

18          and the overall quality of life.  The

19          county's plan will prove to be an

20          effective county-wide wastewater

21          management road map to reduce

22          nitrogen-related pollution both from

23          point and non-point wastewater sources.

24               The plan will also lay the

25          groundwork for the development strategies
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2          to address nitrogen from stormwater and

3          fertilizer runoff.  The will help

4          policymakers and stakeholders alike make

5          informed decisions regarding best

6          management practices that address the

7          various sources of nitrogen pollution,

8          and in doing so will meet the goals and

9          needs of both the Long Island Nitrogen

10          Action Plan and the Reclaim Our Water

11          initiative.

12               It's also important to highlight the

13          historical significance of this

14          initiative and the significant effort

15          that produced this plan, along with the

16          Draft General Environmental Impact

17          Statement, most notably, the county's

18          plan presents the first integrated

19          evaluation of all three major estuary

20          programs since the Long Island 208 Study

21          was issued back in the late 1970s.

22               There are several other unique

23          aspects to the plan that are noteworthy.

24          For the sake of time I'm not going to get

25          into all those, but the Regional Planning
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2          Council definitely recognizes those and

3          the amount of work that's gone into, it's

4          a thorough, comprehensive plan.  We

5          believe that if we follow and implement

6          the plan's blueprint the quality of Long

7          Island's groundwater and surface waters

8          will improve.  The water quality in our

9          streams, rivers, lakes and estuaries will

10          improve, as will our communities, or

11          economy and our general health and

12          well-being.  With a unified front, this

13          can all happen in our lifetime with the

14          trend in worsening water quality being

15          checked and reversed within a decade.

16               The Regional Planning Council

17          strongly supports the recommendation for

18          a stable and recurring funding mechanism

19          to make the advanced onsite systems or

20          sewer connections affordable for

21          homeowners.  As we know, a dedicated

22          funding stream has proven effective in

23          other parts of the US, particularly with

24          efforts to improve the health of the

25          Chesapeake Bay and Puget Sound.
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2               In conclusion, the Regional Planning

3          Council would like to express its

4          appreciation to County Executive Steve

5          Bellone, Peter Scully, and all the county

6          staff involved, and particularly Ken

7          Zegel, for their work and leadership on

8          this important initiative, which will

9          play a vital role in solving Long

10          Island's water quality crisis.  And thank

11          you to the county's Council of

12          Environmental Quality, the estuary

13          programs, and the environmental

14          organizations that have all provided

15          valuable input.

16               I have a copy of the letter from

17          Chairperson John Cameron.  I could leave

18          a copy, but it's also been e-mailed to

19          Ken.

20               Thank you, again, for this

21          opportunity.

22               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Thank you,

23          Kyle.

24               Mr. Sean O'Neil.

25               MR. O'NEILL:  Hello.  Name is Sean
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2          O'Neil, S-E-A-N O-'-N-E-I-L-L.

3               I serve as executive director of

4          Peconic Baykeeper.  We're an

5          environmental nonprofit dedicated to

6          swimmable, fishable and drinkable waters

7          on the East End of Long Island.

8               So we're here today to support the

9          subwatersheds plan.  So much work has

10          gone into this plan.  I know a lot of

11          reviewing, and as you guys have stated, a

12          lot of hard reading to understand exactly

13          what's in the plan, but it's a good plan,

14          it's something we need to do to improve

15          water quality in Suffolk County.

16               This is the most important

17          environmental challenge of our

18          generation.  This is the big fight, this

19          is the fight we need to get into and it's

20          the fight we need to win.  We want to

21          maintain our way of life and our

22          traditional value in Suffolk County.

23               We've seen the impact that nitrogen

24          reduction has had on embayments all along

25          the East Coast, positive environmental
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2          impact this has had, whether it's the

3          return of sea grasses to the Chesapeake

4          Bay, Tampa Bay and Barnegat Bay or even a

5          local example on Long Island Sound,

6          drastic reduction in nitrogen pollution

7          has led to a shrinking of dead zones

8          within Long Island Sound.  So we know

9          nitrogen reduction improves water

10          quality.

11               In Suffolk County we've recently had

12          a few environmental victories in terms of

13          plastic pollution, right?  So we got our

14          balloon ban, we got a straw ban --

15               AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Styrofoam ban.

16               MR. O'NEILL:  Yeah.  And these are

17          good things, right, these are great

18          things.  Thank you.

19               But these are easily accomplishable

20          things.  These don't cost anything.

21          These make us feel good and these are

22          good things for the environment, but

23          they're not that hard to accomplish as

24          long as we get good science and good

25          buy-in.  Of course, this plan will cost a
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2          lot, and we didn't magically get into

3          this place, right?  What we did is on

4          Long Island, for better, for worse, is we

5          developed without thinking about

6          reasonable wastewater infrastructure to

7          deal with the pace of development.  We

8          can't tax and fee our way out of this

9          problem, either.  Sure, identifying

10          funding sources, these are all important

11          parts, but we also have to identify the

12          cure issue of this problem, and we have

13          to hold community zoning authorities

14          accountable to ensure a net nitrogen

15          decrease.  Otherwise, we're just killing

16          the Island more slowly.  This means that

17          when we increase development in certain

18          areas or allow increased wastewater flows

19          we have to decrease them in other areas.

20          It's simple arithmetic and this is what

21          it's going to take to win this battle.

22               We also have to support the

23          industries that are working towards

24          reducing nitrogen pollution, whether

25          that's the advanced septic industry,
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2          sewage, and whatever else we can bring to

3          bear, Cornell Cooperative Extension,

4          whoever, for reducing fertilizer impacts,

5          whoever is there that can help reduce

6          nitrogen pollution, we have to make sure

7          we support them.  We have to cut through

8          regulatory red tape and make sure we get

9          as many systems, innovative alternative

10          septic systems in the ground as possible

11          as quickly as possible so we can actually

12          solve this problem and not just plan to

13          solve the problem in the future.

14               Thank you.

15               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Thank you,

16          Sean.

17               Ms. Adrienne Esposito.

18               MS. ESPOSITO:  Good evening.  Thank

19          you to the members of the CEQ for all the

20          work you've done and for reading the

21          whole plan.  We appreciate it.

22               My name is Adrienne Esposito.  I'm

23          the Executive Director of Citizens

24          Campaign for the Environment.  We're an

25          environmental and public health advocacy
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2          group founded in 1985, with 120,000

3          members throughout New York State and

4          Connecticut as well.

5               We're here also to say that we

6          strongly support this plan.  We're

7          thrilled that in the year 2019 we have a

8          plan to actually treat our sewage.  It's

9          like we've entered into the 21st Century.

10          This is very exciting for a number of

11          reasons.  But for the main reason is

12          because of what it will do for our

13          surface waters.

14               Now, we have heard today some very

15          varied testimony.  It's disheartening to

16          me and actually alarming to hear some

17          nitrogen deniers, you know.  But the same

18          thing happened also with climate deniers.

19          You know, climate deniers, you could talk

20          to 6000 scientists and 5,999 will tell

21          you one thing, but there's others who

22          don't want to believe that the climate is

23          changing because of human activity.  They

24          feel it's volcanos and cows.  But, you

25          know, there are variations of science.
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2               However, nitrogen causes plant

3          growth.  This is not rocket science.

4          This is happening all over the globe with

5          harmful algal blooms, depleted oxygen,

6          and degradation of our estuaries,

7          particularly our embayments.

8               But we don't have to look all over

9          the globe, we could look here on Long

10          Island for successful examples.  You

11          know, back in 1994 when the first Long

12          Island Sound agreement was signed, it was

13          highly controversial.  The goal was to

14          reduce nitrogen inputs into the Long

15          Island Sound by 55 percent, and that was

16          a pretty radical event at the time.

17          Municipalities were upset, how am I going

18          to pay it, where is the money coming

19          from, how can we achieve it, is it worth

20          it.  All the same questions that are now

21          being asked today about this plan.  But

22          good science and good common sense yields

23          good policy.  The Long Island Sound plan

24          got signed, went into practice, and

25          nitrogen reduction has been achieved.
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2          Dead zones have been shrunk.  More

3          finfish have returned to the Long Island

4          Sound.  We are achieving the goals, just

5          like we will with this plan when it's

6          implemented.

7               We also can look at Northport

8          Harbor, had the largest and the highest

9          density of red tide, one million cells

10          per liter of water in Northport Harbor,

11          which if people ate those shellfish that

12          would be a lethal dose.  Frankly, we're

13          lucky on Long Island.  The tragedy about

14          the dog is sad enough, but we are lucky

15          on Long Island we have not had a human

16          either illness or death because of our

17          toxic tides, particularly the red tide

18          outburst.  So in Northport, once the

19          sewage treatment plant was upgraded and

20          they now treat the sewage, it's less than

21          4 parts per million discharged now, the

22          red tide episodes have almost dissipated.

23          Matter of fact, in some years, five years

24          consecutively after the upgrade, there

25          was no red tide to be found in Northport
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2          Harbor.  It's come back once or twice in

3          a smaller bloom since then.  So my point

4          is we can look for the examples here.

5               This plan is a necessity.  It's

6          about the survivability, the livability

7          and the sustainability of our Island.  We

8          must treat our sewage, we must proceed

9          with this plan, and it can't be put off

10          to the future.  We're already behind in

11          what we our due diligence needs to be.

12               So thank you, very much.

13               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Thank you,

14          Adrienne.

15               John Cronin.

16               MR. CRONIN:  Thank you for the

17          opportunity to speak.  I'm John Cronin,

18          that's C-R-O-N-I-N.  I'm the Shelter

19          Island Town Engineer, and I have just two

20          points that I'll try to hit on very

21          briefly.

22               Although I am still in the process

23          of fully reading the entire plan

24          document, the various pieces which I have

25          studied convinced me that this is among
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2          the boldest efforts ever embarked upon by

3          Suffolk County.  It appears to be a fine

4          attempt to address a very serious problem

5          concerning water quality as it impacts

6          both our surface waters as well as our

7          aquifers.

8               Shelter Island is unique among many

9          of the county for two reasons; first, we

10          are a genuine island and entirely

11          surrounded by water, and second, we

12          derive about 90 percent of our drinking

13          water from private wells owned and

14          operated by the individual property

15          owners.  Island residents are impacted by

16          water quality and quantity issues in a

17          manner unlike much of the county.  The

18          Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan prioritizes

19          Shelter Island at the highest levels for

20          surface and groundwater drinking water

21          concerns.

22               Although I have been Shelter Island

23          Town Engineer since 2012, I had prior

24          engineering experience in the 1970s as a

25          Suffolk County engineer working on the



Enright Court Reporting (631) 589-7788

85

1         Riverhead Public Hearing - 9/5/2019

2          Southwest Sewer District.  While the

3          district had much notoriety and some

4          infamy for aspects of the project, it was

5          a definitive undertaking to address a

6          serious issue with regard to wastewater.

7          In fact, I view the recent work that

8          created the Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan

9          on par with the undertaking to sewer a

10          large part of Suffolk County.  These

11          were, and are, projects with giant

12          environmental consequences and they have

13          their origins in good people trying to

14          solve immensely complex issues.

15               As the Shelter Island Town Engineer

16          I heartily endorse the plan as a means to

17          address water quality issues that impact

18          us both economically and from a public

19          health aspect.  I recognize the plan has

20          a long horizon and will no doubt be

21          subject to evolution.  But it makes a

22          concrete attempt to begin addressing a

23          serious concern.

24               The second point I'd like to make is

25          to ask the county to approach the
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2          governor about an exception from the

3          design build regulations that govern

4          professional engineering in New York

5          State.  And I make that request because I

6          think the installation of innovative

7          alternative onsite wastewater treatment

8          systems is the kind of work that lends

9          itself to design build almost perfectly.

10          Now, when you are facing the fact that

11          it's a complicated installation for the

12          average homeowner to have to deal, if you

13          had a design build aspect in place, you

14          would probably find that it's a greatly

15          simpler process for individual

16          homeowners.  So I'd ask the county to

17          consider that, and to possibly ask the

18          governor for an exemption from that

19          regulation.

20               Thank you.

21               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Thank you,

22          very much, John.

23               Maria Hults.

24               MS. HULTS:  Good evening, and thank

25          you for having this meeting.  It's
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2          H-U-L-T-S for the last name, and I

3          represent the Hampton Bays Civic

4          Association.

5               We are strongly in favor of this

6          initiative and actually hope that it will

7          go further than it is right now.  I have

8          lived in Hampton Bays since 1971, and

9          more importantly I've been a diver and

10          under the water since 1971, and the

11          changes if you could see them are

12          astounding.  You're basically looking at

13          a wasteland, and if we wait ten or

14          fifteen years to implement, there will be

15          nothing left.  It's not a matter of

16          losing some shellfish or a portion of

17          them, there is basically nothing left.

18          Last weekend there was an enormous fish

19          kill again.  I don't know how many people

20          know this, but thousands of fish were

21          dead and floating in Tiana Bay and the

22          back bay on Rampasture and Davis Creek.

23          These are ongoing events, they are

24          created by nitrogen.  I think

25          Dr. Christopher Gobler has spent many
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2          years demonstrating and researching this,

3          and it would be foolish to ignore that

4          research and think that it doesn't

5          matter.  There may be other factors,

6          certainly ocean acidification is part of

7          it.  But these are very important issues

8          and we should act swiftly on it.

9               Thank you.

10               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Thank you,

11          very much.

12               I cannot read the handwriting on

13          this, so I'm taking a guess.  What is

14          it -- oh, it's Danielle?  Forbes?

15               MS. FORBES:  Well, once you said you

16          couldn't read the handwriting I knew it

17          was me.

18               Hi.  My name is Jamie Forbes,

19          F-O-R-B-E-S.  I run the Jamie Forbes

20          Gallery with an environmental,

21          eco-art-friendly position in Center

22          Moriches with the Ketcham Foundation.  I

23          sit on Suffolk County parkland.  I show

24          art with an emphasis on the environment.

25               The reason I may be a breath of
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2          fresh air is I am not a scientist.  My

3          entire education is in humanities.

4          Within the humanities I understand

5          pictures and the landscape tell everybody

6          what's available for the living, where

7          are we and how are we living.

8               I live on the water in Center

9          Moriches.  In my backyard when I moved in

10          in 1995, I had a ton of Eastern Box

11          Turtles, I had horseshoe crabs and other

12          more diverse environmental creatures, a

13          lot of butterfly, so forth and so on.

14          They're not there.

15               This is environmental.  Whatever you

16          do to protect the water and the

17          watersheds protects our environment.  So

18          I came as the average citizen to support

19          your lovely hard work, your years of

20          emphasis, and probably what's going to be

21          the biggest head banging of all time over

22          detail on how to execute this.  But I do

23          know as an environmental activist this is

24          imperative.  If we don't clean up our

25          environment and you can't fish in
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2          Moriches Bay and you can't shellfish in

3          the Great South Bay and there are no

4          whales that come up along the coastline

5          to go to spawn off the East End of Long

6          Island, well then you don't have an

7          environment that will sustain a group of

8          people in a healthy way, and we are that

9          population.  We are those people.

10               So once again, I'm not a scientist,

11          I'm in the humanities and I use pictures

12          rather than words to convince people

13          change is now occurring and it's

14          imperative that we challenge the change.

15               So thank you.  Thank you.

16               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Thank you,

17          Jamie.  And it's extremely important, I

18          think, that you came to speak your piece

19          for us tonight.  So thank you, very much.

20               MS. FORBES:  Thank you.

21               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Sara Davison.

22               MS. DAVISON:  Hello.  My name is

23          Sara Davison and I'm with the Friends of

24          Georgica Pond Foundation.  Georgica Pond

25          is unfortunately the location where the
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2          tragic occurrence where the dog was

3          exposed to blue green algae and died in

4          2012.

5               The mission of the Friends of

6          Georgica Pond Foundation is to preserve

7          the Georgica Pond ecosystem for future

8          generations through science-based

9          watershed-wide policy and restoration.

10          As such, we are in support of the

11          landmark Suffolk County Subwatersheds

12          Wastewater Plan.  After years of study

13          and collaboration, the county with its

14          partners has produced a plan with

15          ambitious yet achievable goals based on

16          good science.  The vitality of our near

17          shore bays, harbors and ponds, and the

18          potability of our drinking water are

19          essential to life in Suffolk County.  By

20          breaking down the approach to

21          subwatersheds, the plan makes it easier

22          for everyone to see the importance of

23          their contribution to the watershed they

24          care most about.

25               Now, at present levels of proposed
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2          funding the plan will take 50 years to

3          implement.  We find this to be too slow

4          and strongly encourage the state, county

5          and local municipalities to create new

6          dedicated sources of funding to

7          accelerate the implementation of the

8          plan.  In addition, instituting the

9          mandate to upgrade upon property

10          transfers sooner than 2026 will result in

11          faster progress and cost almost nothing.

12               Thank you for the opportunity to

13          comment.

14               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Thank you,

15          Sara.

16               Forgive me, again I can't read it

17          too well, Michelle Janowitz?

18               MS. JANOWITZ:  Hi.  My name is

19          Michelle Janowitz, and I just wanted to

20          comment on the recommended revisions to

21          the Suffolk County Sanitary Code 5.11.

22          Under property transfer, where it says

23          all property transfers occurring within

24          priority areas will be required to

25          upgrade, I feel it's a taking of federal
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2          property rights and essentially voiding

3          all the certificate of occupancies in

4          Suffolk County.  If you go to sell a

5          home, you should not have to deal with

6          any government intervention.  I feel this

7          is also going to affect seniors that are

8          trying to sell their homes.  Also, the

9          plan does not mention if somebody still

10          retains ownership but decides to transfer

11          the property into a different name or a

12          company name.

13               Thank you.

14               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Thank you,

15          very much.

16               Greg Caputo.

17               MR. CAPUTO:  Gregory Caputo,

18          C-A-P-U-T-O.  I appreciate the

19          opportunity to speak.

20               I'm just an average Joe, concerned

21          resident of Suffolk County.  I am a

22          little disappointed -- I know this has

23          been going on, now that I'm reading some

24          of this and hearing some of it, but I

25          wasn't aware about this until I heard it
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2          from a third party two days ago.  I'm a

3          little concerned about us just not being

4          notified as residents, like, directly,

5          that I have to find this out through a

6          third party.  That's the first thing I'm

7          concerned about.

8               Secondly, I hear a lot of these

9          experts up here, I'm no expert, but I

10          know that there's a difference between

11          sources of nitrogen synthetic to organic.

12          I'm very big into organic, I love the

13          environment, I think it's necessary we

14          address these things.  But I'm not

15          convinced and I haven't seen enough

16          information about this, and for you guys

17          to close down the process the 16th and

18          I'm just hearing about it I think is a

19          little too soon.  You know, it's

20          unfortunate to hear -- I have animals,

21          it's unfortunate to hear about this

22          animal, but I've seen animals eat their

23          own feces and human waste and not get

24          sick, okay?  So I don't know what

25          concentrations you guys are talking
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2          about.  It doesn't seem definitive enough

3          for you guys to just stop discussion and

4          then we have to wait and find out what

5          happens later.  It seems to me something

6          has to happen, but I haven't heard

7          anything mentioned about any commercial

8          interests, any kind of mandates on the

9          chemicals that we're allowed to run off

10          into the Sound or the other surface

11          water.  This is all just strictly human

12          waste has to be addressed and that's it,

13          and I don't think that's correct.

14               Thank you.

15               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Thank you,

16          very much.

17               Kevin McDonald.

18               MR. McDONALD:  Thank you,

19          Mr. Chairman and members of CEQ.  I'm

20          Kevin McDonald.  I'm a policy advisor at

21          The Nature Conservancy.  I've had the

22          pleasure of working with a number of the

23          various working groups that were an

24          outgrowth of the beginning of the Long

25          Island Nitrogen Action Plan and the
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2          health department and county-led effort

3          to produce this plan.

4               I've also been involved in water

5          quality and watershed planning issues for

6          the last almost 30 years, and most of the

7          conversations sort of go like this:  If

8          you talk to the boaters, the fertilizer

9          manufactures, developers or homeowners

10          about what they can do to lessen their

11          impact on the environment, the

12          conversation kind of goes like this:  Why

13          are you picking on me?  We're not such

14          bad guys.  Why don't you start someplace

15          else other than with me, and we're not

16          such bad guys.  Of course, that's the

17          formula for never doing anything.  Right?

18          So in Ken's presentation earlier, there's

19          a Long Island Nitrogen Action Plan that's

20          dealing with a whole host of nitrogen

21          loading impacts, and this is the

22          wastewater component for Suffolk County

23          of that plan.  So it makes perfect sense

24          that the plan focuses on wastewater,

25          because that's what it was designed to
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2          do.  And the reason there was such a

3          focus on wastewater was, and for the most

4          part, wastewater from onsite septic

5          systems is responsible for 70 percent of

6          the nutrient loading that's happening in

7          our bays and harbors.  And to quote Sean

8          O'Neill from Baykeeper just a moment or

9          two ago, this is a global problem, this

10          is a national problem, it's a problem

11          happening with communities that have

12          large populations around shallow lagoons,

13          like Florida, Chesapeake Bay, New

14          England, and here.  None of this is a

15          surprise.  There's no anomalous behavior

16          in our circumstance and the plates I just

17          named.  So you have places like Tampa Bay

18          that 30, almost 30 years ago, 26 years

19          ago started their estuary program by

20          saying we're just going to reduce all the

21          sources of nitrogen we can.  We're not

22          going to study forever what to do.  We're

23          just going to start reducing our

24          nitrogen.  And they did, and they

25          eventually had really terrific successes.
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2          And one of their priority objectives was

3          restore eelgrass to the same conditions

4          we had in the late '50s, and in the last

5          year or two they achieved that.  How did

6          they do that?  They just started reducing

7          the source of their contaminants.

8               So we have two choice; implement

9          this plan, which is really well done and

10          really rigorous and answers questions

11          that weren't fully answered in the 208

12          Study 40 years ago, or we could do what

13          they did on the Cape, which was they

14          argued about now many angels can dance on

15          the head of multiple pins, and then they

16          had to hire The National Academy of

17          Sciences and pay them $12 million to

18          review their science, and then conclude

19          at the end of a decade that their science

20          was good.  And now they're still

21          beginning to talk about how do they

22          implement their program to reduce

23          nutrient contamination in groundwater and

24          surface water, just like we are.  So

25          let's not do all the stupid things that



Enright Court Reporting (631) 589-7788

99

1         Riverhead Public Hearing - 9/5/2019

2          we can observe from what happened in

3          other communities, and just get started.

4               So thank you, very much, and have a

5          nice night.

6               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Thank you,

7          Kevin.

8               Patrick Biglan.

9               MR. BIGLAN:  Good evening.  Thank

10          you, very much.

11               I'm just a homeowner, I don't know

12          anything about science, I don't know

13          anything about the plan, I don't anything

14          about anything.  I just want to talk

15          about funding.

16               380,000 homes comes to about

17          $7,600,000,000.  Where's the money coming

18          from?  Where are you getting that kind of

19          money for me -- you're going to take

20          20,000 from me from the sale of my house?

21          My house is worth $230,000.  I owe 30,000

22          in my mortgage.  If you take $20,000 you

23          took 10 percent of my profits.  I've been

24          there 30 years.  I should have more of

25          appreciation than that.  So my thing is
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2          where is the money?

3               That's all I have to say.  Thank

4          you.

5               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Thank you,

6          very much.

7               Tracy Brown.

8               MS. BROWN:  All right.  My name is

9          Tracy Brown.  I'm the Director of Save

10          The Sound, and I want to thank you all

11          for having this hearing and for the

12          tremendous work that you've done on this

13          plan.

14               As you know, Save The Sound focuses

15          on the health of Long Island Sound in

16          particular, and we were very involved in

17          the efforts to reduce nitrogen in the

18          open waters of the Sound, which we now

19          know, you know, more than ten years after

20          making reductions from wastewater

21          treatment, that making those investments

22          in nitrogen treatment really has had a

23          measurable impact in improved water

24          quality in the western Sound.  And that's

25          the location of the big hypoxic dead zone
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2          that people have been referencing earlier

3          tonight.

4               So we have an example of state and

5          federal action and investment in nitrogen

6          reduction leading directly to water

7          quality improvements that we can look to,

8          and now Suffolk County is really leading

9          the way in doing it on a county level.

10          And I can tell you that all the other

11          counties around the Sound are looking to

12          you and are inspired by your vision and

13          by the actions that you've taken and by

14          this plan, and they're rooting for you

15          and we're rooting for you and really

16          encourage you to not let perfect be the

17          enemy of good, not let perfect be the

18          enemy of action, to approve the plan, to

19          put it into motion as soon as you can.

20          And know, as we all do, that over time as

21          science develops and as legislation is

22          passed that there's new opportunities and

23          new knowledge and we can always refine

24          and perfect.  But, you know, the vision

25          is strong and it's such as unusual moment
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2          to have gotten to the point that you have

3          gotten to, and we really encourage you to

4          keep going and we're all supporting you

5          and very interested to see the outcome

6          and have another model of success that

7          will inspire other communities and some

8          more actions.

9               Thank you.

10               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Thank you,

11          very much.

12               We've gone through the list of

13          speakers that were handed to me.  Is

14          there anybody else in the audience that

15          would like to speak?

16               Please bring -- the lady in the

17          back, please bring your card forward,

18          too.

19               AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Hi, my name is

20          Larissa Potapchuk, P-O-T-A-P-C-H-U-K, and

21          I live on the South Fork.

22               I appreciate everything you folks

23          have done to go through and understand

24          what our needs are.  We are a very

25          diverse area.  But I ask you to please
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2          address high concentrated, high intensive

3          areas, such as commercial entities.  We

4          have a lot of homes, half acre, one acre

5          properties, even more, but sometimes we

6          have uses of humans, human impact.  A few

7          acres, thousands of flushes in the period

8          of a week.  Please address how commercial

9          entities -- I haven't read your whole

10          report -- please address this, because

11          this is important for the flow of water,

12          the flow of waste down to heavy uses at

13          ten -- it's like the equivalent of doing

14          ten wash loads in one day versus

15          spreading it out over a week.  High

16          intensity flows down, we lose it.  Please

17          include commercial entities in your

18          assessment.

19               Thank you.

20               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Thank you.

21               Ralph Pacifico.

22               MR. PACIFICO:  Thank for the

23          opportunity to speak.  My name is Ralph

24          Pacifico, P-A-C-I-F-I-C-O.

25               I have run a small engineering firm,
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2          Pacifico Engineering.  I work in the

3          wastewater industry, the solar industry,

4          and the local real estate industry.  I'm

5          also a homeowner and a resident of the

6          South Shore of Suffolk County.  I live in

7          Sayville.  I'm also the village engineer

8          for the Village of Lake Grove.

9               I wasn't sure if I was going to

10          speak, but listening to this I really

11          felt I should.  Watching the news it's

12          clear that the environment and

13          environmental protection is a low

14          priority in many political environments

15          in this country.  It's refreshing to know

16          that we have an opportunity for this to

17          be a priority in our local area.  The

18          stewardship of the environment is

19          important, not only for us, but also for

20          future generations.

21               I am in strong support of this plan.

22          I have been working with the Suffolk

23          County grant program for the I/A systems

24          for residential properties since the

25          beginning, and I am proud to be
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2          associated with that program and to know

3          that I'm working towards a solution for

4          the problems we have here on Long Island

5          and in Suffolk County.  I hope the county

6          will accept the plan and show the local

7          community and the nation that the

8          environment is an important factor in our

9          quality of life for us today, and also

10          for future generations.

11               Thank you.

12               CHAIRMAN DR. SWANSON:  Thank you,

13          very much.

14               Is there anybody else?  If not, we

15          will conclude the meeting tonight and say

16          it was a success.  I thank you all for

17          participating.  It was extremely

18          important to hear your comments and I

19          think the plan will only be improved by

20          including them.

21               Thank you.

22               (Time noted:  7:55 p.m.)

23

24

25
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D R A F T  G E N E R I C  E N V I R O N M E N T A L  I M P A C T  S T A T E M E N T
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3 : 0 3  p . m .   

S t e n o g r a p h i c a l l y  r e c o r d e d  a n d
t r a n s c r i b e d  b y  D o n n a  C .  G i l m o r e ,  
a  N o t a r y  P u b l i c  w i t h i n  a n d  f o r  
t h e  S t a t e  o f  N e w  Y o r k .
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A  P  P  E  A  R  A  N  C  E  S :

C o u n c i l  o n  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  Q u a l i t y :

R .  L a w r e n c e  S w a n s o n ,  C h a i r
M i c h a e l  K a u f m a n ,  V i c e  C h a i r
R o b e r t  C a r p e n t e r ,  J r .
T o m  G u l b r a n s e n

J o h n  C o r r a l ,  C E Q  s t a f f

K e n n e t h  Z e g e l ,  P E ,  A s s o c i a t e  P u b l i c  H e a l t h  E n g i n e e r
S C  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  H e a l t h  S e r v i c e s
O f f i c e  o f  E c o l o g y
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C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   G o o d  

a f t e r n o o n .   I ' d  l i k e  t o  c a l l  t h e  m e e t i n g  

t o  o r d e r .   

I  w a n t  t o  t h a n k  a l l  o f  y o u  f o r  

c o m i n g  t o  t h i s  v e r y  i m p o r t a n t  h e a r i n g  

t h i s  a f t e r n o o n ,  s o  g o o d  a f t e r n o o n  a n d  I  

h o p e  w e  h a v e  a  v e r y  p r o d u c t i v e  h e a r i n g .   

M y  n a m e  i s  L a r r y  S w a n s o n .   I ' m  t h e  

c h a i r  o f  t h e  C o u n c i l  o n  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  

Q u a l i t y  f o r  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y .   A n d  I  w a n t  

t o  h a v e  e v e r y b o d y  h e r e  a t  t h e  t a b l e  

i n t r o d u c e  t h e m s e l v e s .   

S o  R o b ?   

M E M B E R  C A R P E N T E R :   R o b  C a r p e n t e r ,  

m e m b e r  o f  t h e  C E Q .   

V I C E  C H A I R  K A U F M A N :   M y  n a m e  i s  

M i c h a e l  K a u f m a n .   I ' m  V i c e  C h a i r .

M R .  C O R R A L :   J o h n  C o r r a l ,  s t a f f  t o  

C E Q .

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   T h a n k  y o u .   

S o  t h i s  i s  a  m e e t i n g  t o  s o l i c i t  

c o m m e n t s  o n  t h e  D r a f t  G e n e r i c  

E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  S t a t e m e n t  f o r  t h e  

S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  S u b w a t e r s h e d s  W a s t e w a t e r  
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M a n a g e m e n t  P l a n .   

A U D I E N C E  M E M B E R :   R o l l s  r i g h t  o f f  

y o u r  t o n g u e .   

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   T h i s  i s  t r u l y  

a  s i g n  o f  g o v e r n m e n t ,  t h e  l e n g t h  o f  t h e  

t i t l e .

T h i s  i s  n o t  a  q u e s t i o n - a n d - a n s w e r  

s e s s i o n .   T h i s  i s  a n  o p p o r t u n i t y  f o r  a l l  

o f  y o u  t o  r e s p o n d  t o  t h e  d o c u m e n t  a n d  t o  

s u b m i t  c o m m e n t s  o n  i t s  c o n t e n t .   T h e  

S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  H e a l t h  

S e r v i c e s  w i l l  b e  a c c e p t i n g  w r i t t e n  

c o m m e n t s  u p  t h r o u g h  S e p t e m b e r  1 6 t h  o f  

t h i s  y e a r .   

A t  t h i s  t i m e  w e ' r e  g o i n g  t o  h a v e  a  

s h o r t  p r e s e n t a t i o n  o n  t h e  w a t e r s h e d s  p l a n  

a n d  t h e  D r a f t  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  

S t a t e m e n t  b y  t h e  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  

D e p a r t m e n t  o f  H e a l t h  S e r v i c e s .   A f t e r  

t h a t ,  w e  w i l l  b e g i n  t h e  p u b l i c  

p r e s e n t a t i o n  p a r t  o f  t h e  p r o g r a m .   I f  y o u  

w i s h  t o  s p e a k ,  p l e a s e  f i l l  o u t  o n e  o f  

t h e s e  c a r d s ,  a n d  w e  a r e  g o i n g  t o  l i m i t  

t h e  t a l k s  t o  t h r e e  m i n u t e s .   
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S o  K e n ,  a r e  y o u  r e a d y  t o  g o ?    

M R .  Z E G E L :   I ' m  r e a d y .   T h a n k  y o u ,  

L a r r y .   

F o r  t h o s e  w h o  d o n ' t  k n o w  m e ,  I ' m  K e n  

Z e g e l ,  A s s o c i a t e  P u b l i c  H e a l t h  E n g i n e e r  

f o r  t h e  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  

H e a l t h  S e r v i c e s ,  a n d  t h e  p r o j e c t  m a n a g e r  

f o r  t h e  S u b w a t e r s h e d s  W a s t e w a t e r  P l a n .   

A n d  s o  w h y  a r e  w e  h e r e  t o d a y .   W e ' r e  

h e r e  t o  t a l k  a b o u t  n i t r o g e n .   E x c e s s  

n i t r o g e n  i s  r e s u l t i n g  i n  w a t e r  q u a l i t y  

i m p a c t s  t o  o u r  s u r f a c e  w a t e r  b o d i e s .   T h e  

e x c e s s  n i t r o g e n  h a s  b e e n  l i n k e d  i n  

m u l t i p l e  s t u d i e s  a s  t h e  p r e d o m i n a n t  

s o u r c e  i s  c o m i n g  f r o m  o n s i t e  w a s t e w a t e r  

d i s p o s a l  s y s t e m s .   A n d  s o  w h i l e  a  s m a l l  

a m o u n t  o f  n i t r o g e n  i s  h e a l t h y  f o r  o u r  

e c o s y s t e m s ,  r i g h t ,  b u t  t o o  m u c h  n i t r o g e n  

c a n  g r o w  e x c e s s  a l g a e ,  a n d  w h e n  e x c e s s  

a l g a e  g r o w s  t h a t  c a n  r e s u l t  i n  o t h e r  

w a t e r  q u a l i t y  d e g r a d a t i o n ,  s u c h  a s  

r e d u c e d  w a t e r  c l a r i t y ,  r e d u c e d  d i s s o l v e d  

o x y g e n ,  t h e  p r o l i f e r a t i o n  o f  w h a t ' s  

c a l l e d  h a r m f u l  a l g a l  b l o o m s .   T h o s e  w a t e r  
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q u a l i t y  d e g r a d a t i o n ,  s u c h  a s  l o w  

d i s s o l v e d  o x y g e n  a n d  p o o r  w a t e r  c l a r i t y  

c a n  r e s u l t  i n  o t h e r  e c o s y s t e m  

d i s r u p t i o n s ,  s u c h  a s  f i s h  k i l l s ,  t h e  l o s s  

o f  s u b m e r g e d  a q u a t i c  v e g e t a t i o n ,  w h i c h  

h o s t s  t h e  e c o s y s t e m  f o r  c e r t a i n  

s h e l l f i s h ,  a n d  i t  a l s o  p r e v e n t s  t h e  

s h e l l f i s h  l a n d i n g s ,  w h i c h  w e r e  

o v e r f i s h e d ,  y o u  c a n  s e e  s o m e  o f  t h e s e  

t r e n d s  o n  h e r e ,  f r o m  b e c o m i n g  r e s t o r e d  

a n d  r e g r o w i n g  t h e s e  l a n d i n g s  f o r  

s h e l l f i s h ,  s o m e  o f  t h e s e  b r o w n  t i d e s  a n d  

t h e s e  o t h e r  t i d e s .   S o  t h e r e ' s  a  w h o l e  

h o s t  o f  w a t e r  q u a l i t y  d e g r a d a t i o n  i s s u e s  

r e l a t e d  t o  e x c e s s  n i t r o g e n .   I t ' s  

d e m o n s t r a t e d  a n d  d o c u m e n t e d  w o r l d w i d e  i n  

h u n d r e d s  o f  s t u d i e s .   

I n  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y ,  f o r  t h o s e  t h a t  

a r e n ' t  f a m i l i a r  w i t h  w a s t e w a t e r  

m a n a g e m e n t  p r a c t i c e s  i n  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y ,  

7 4  p e r c e n t  o f  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  i s  u n s e w e r e d  

a n d  w e ' v e  r e l i e d  o n  t h e s e  o n s i t e  d i s p o s a l  

s y s t e m s .   T h e r e ' s  r o u g h l y  3 8 0 , 0 0 0  o f  

t h e s e  o n s i t e  d i s p o s a l  s y s t e m s  i n  S u f f o l k  
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C o u n t y  t h a t  c o n s i s t  o f  a  l e a c h i n g  p o o l ,  

a n d  t h e r e ' s  o v e r  2 5 0 , 0 0 0  s y s t e m s  i n  t h e  

c o u n t y  t h a t  h a v e  a  l e a c h i n g  p o o l  o n l y ,  

a n d / o r  a  s e p t i c  t a n k .   N o w ,  t h e s e  s y s t e m  

a r e  n o t  d e s i g n e d  t o  r e m o v e  n i t r o g e n  f r o m  

w a s t e w a t e r .   T h e  l a s t  m a j o r  c h a n g e  t o  

r e s i d e n t i a l  w a s t e w a t e r  d i s p o s a l  s y s t e m s  

w a s  a l l  t h e  w a y  b a c k  f o u r  d e c a d e s  a g o  

t o  1 9 7 2 ,  a n d  t h e  o n l y  c h a n g e  a t  t h a t  

p o i n t  w a s  t o  r e q u i r e  a  s e p t i c  t a n k ,  w h i c h  

i s  a l s o  d e s i g n e d  t o  n o t  r e m o v e  n i t r o g e n .   

S o  i n  t h e  p a s t  4 0  y e a r s  s i n c e  t h e  

1 9 7 0 s ,  t h e r e  h a v e  b e e n  m a j o r  a d v a n c e m e n t s  

i n  w a s t e w a t e r  t r e a t m e n t  f o r  o n s i t e  

d i s p o s a l  s y s t e m s ,  a n d  w e ' r e  g o i n g  t o  

r e f e r  t o  t h o s e  s y s t e m s  a s  i n n o v a t i v e  

a l t e r n a t i v e  o n s i t e  w a s t e w a t e r  t r e a t m e n t  

s y s t e m s .   T h e s e  s y s t e m s  h a v e  b e e n  

r i g o r o u s l y  t e s t e d  i n  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  s i n c e  

t h e  b e g i n n i n g  o f  2 0 1 5 .   W e  h a v e  a b o u t  5 0 0  

o f  t h e s e  s y s t e m s  i n s t a l l e d  i n  S u f f o l k  

C o u n t y  r i g h t  n o w ,  a n d  t h e  a v e r a g e  

r e d u c t i o n  o f  n i t r o g e n  t h a t  w e ' r e  s e e i n g  

i n  t h e s e  s y s t e m s  i s  o v e r  7 0  p e r c e n t  
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r e d u c t i o n  f r o m  t h e  i n f l u e n t .   

A n d  s o  t h e  o t h e r  p i e c e  o f  t h e s e  

s y s t e m s  i s  t h e y ' r e  r o u g h l y  t w o  t i m e s  t o  

f o u r  t i m e s  c h e a p e r  t h a n  s e w e r s  i n  m o s t  

l o c a t i o n s  i n  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y .   N o w ,  

s e w e r i n g  i s  s t i l l  a n  i m p o r t a n t  o v e r a l l  

e l e m e n t  o f  t h e  w a s t e w a t e r  s t r a t e g y  i n  

S u f f o l k  C o u n t y ,  p a r t i c u l a r l y  i n  l o c a t i o n s  

w h e r e  t h e r e ' s  a d d i t i o n a l  c a p a c i t y  i n  t h e  

o t h e r  s e w e r  d i s t r i c t s  a n d  p r o j e c t s  t h a t  

a r e  a d j a c e n t  t o  t h a t  s e w e r  d i s t r i c t .   

A n d  t h e  c o u n t y  r e a l i z e s  t h a t  

t r a n s i t i o n i n g  f r o m  t h e  u s e  o f  t h e s e  

c o n v e n t i o n a l  s y s t e m s  w h e r e  t h e y ' r e  

e s s e n t i a l l y  c o n c r e t e ,  p r e c a s t  c o n c r e t e  

s y s t e m s  t o  t h e  u s e  o f  t h e s e  n e w  

i n n o v a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i v e  s y s t e m s  i s  g o i n g  

t o  r e q u i r e  c a r e f u l  p l a n n i n g  t o  t e s t  t h e  

s y s t e m s ,  t r a i n  t h e  i n d u s t r y ,  e s t a b l i s h  a  

r e s p o n s i b l e  m a n a g e m e n t  e n t i t y  t o  

o v e r s i g h t  t h e  d e s i g n ,  i n s t a l l a t i o n  a n d  

p r o p e r  m a i n t e n a n c e  o f  t h e s e  s y s t e m s ,  a s  

w e l l  a s  w i t h  a  p r o b l e m  a s  b i g  a s  3 8 0 , 0 0 0  

o f  t h e s e  s y s t e m s  i n  t h e  g r o u n d ,  w h e r e  d o  
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w e  b e g i n ?   W e  n e e d  a  r o a d  m a p  o f  w h e r e ,  

w h e n  a n d  h o w  w e  s h o u l d  b e  i n s t a l l i n g  

t h e s e  s y s t e m s  t o  s o l v e  o u r  w a t e r  q u a l i t y  

p r o b l e m s .   

O n e  o f  t h e  t h i n g s  t h a t  t h e  c o u n t y  

h a s  b e e n  s a y i n g  a l l  a l o n g  i s  t h a t  n o n e  o f  

t h i s  m o v e s  f o r w a r d ,  n o  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  

m o v e  f o r w a r d  u n l e s s  a  s t a b l e  a n d  

r e c u r r i n g  r e v e n u e  s t r e a m  i s  i d e n t i f i e d  t o  

o f f s e t  t h e  c o s t  t o  h o m e o w n e r s .   S o  t h a t ' s  

a  c o m m o n  t h e m e  t h a t ,  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  

p r e s e n t a t i o n  t h a t  I  w a n t  t o  g i v e  t o n i g h t .   

F o r  t h o s e  o f  y o u  t h a t  a r e  n o t  

f a m i l i a r  w i t h  t h e  L o n g  I s l a n d  N i t r o g e n  

A c t i o n  P l a n ,  t h e  S u b w a t e r s h e d s  W a s t e w a t e r  

P l a n  i s  a c t u a l l y  o n e  e l e m e n t  u n d e r  a  

l a r g e r  p r o g r a m  c a l l e d  t h e  L o n g  I s l a n d  

N i t r o g e n  A c t i o n  P l a n .   T h i s  i s  a  

m u l t i y e a r  i n i t i a t i v e  t o  r e d u c e  n i t r o g e n  

s o u r c e s  f r o m  a l l  s o u r c e s  o n  L o n g  I s l a n d ,  

n o t  j u s t  w a s t e w a t e r .   T h e y ' r e  g o i n g  t o  b e  

l o o k i n g  a t  t h i n g s  s u c h  a s  f e r t i l i z e r ,  a n d  

t h e  p r i m a r y  g o a l s  o f  L I N A P  a r e  t o  

i d e n t i f y  s o u r c e s  o f  n i t r o g e n  i n  s u r f a c e  
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w a t e r s  a n d  g r o u n d w a t e r ,  e s t a b l i s h  

n i t r o g e n  r e d u c t i o n  e n d p o i n t s  a n d  g o a l s ,  

a n d  d e v e l o p  a n  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  p l a n  t o  

a c h i e v e  t h o s e  l o a d  r e d u c t i o n  g o a l s ,  a n d  

f o r  a n y o n e  i n t e r e s t e d  i n  l e a r n i n g  m o r e  o f  

w h a t  L o n g  I s l a n d  N i t r o g e n  A c t i o n  P l a n ,  

y o u  c a n  g o  o n  o u r  w e b s i t e  h e r e  a n d  

d o w n l o a d  t h i s  l i n k .   T h i s  p r e s e n t a t i o n  

w i l l  a l s o  b e  p o s t e d  o n  o u r  R e c l a i m  O u r  

W a t e r  w e b s i t e ,  i f  y o u  w a n t  t o  d o w n l o a d  i t  

a f t e r  t h e  p r e s e n t a t i o n .   

S o  w h a t  i s  t h e  S u b w a t e r s h e d s  

W a s t e w a t e r  P l a n ?   E s s e n t i a l l y ,  i t ' s  a n  

e n v i r o n m e n t a l  b e n e f i t  p r o j e c t  d e s i g n e d  t o  

p r o v i d e  a  r e c o m m e n d e d  r o a d  m a p  o n  h o w  t o  

u p g r a d e  t h i s  3 8 0 , 0 0 0  o n s i t e  d i s p o s a l  

s y s t e m s  w i t h  a  n e w  n i t r o g e n - r e d u c i n g  

t e c h n o l o g y ,  t o  r e s t o r e  a n d  p r o t e c t  o u r  

s u r f a c e  w a t e r  b o d i e s .   

W h a t  t h i s  p l a n  i s  n o t  i s  n o t  a  

m a n d a t e  r i g h t  n o w .   I t ' s  n o t  b i n d i n g .   

I t ' s  a  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  p l a n .   I t ' s  

p r o v i d i n g  a  s e r i e s  o f  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  a n d  

p o l i c y  o p t i o n s  o n  h o w  t o  g e t  f r o m  h e r e  t o  
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t h e r e .   A l l  o f  t h e s e  p o l i c y  o p t i o n s  a r e  

g o i n g  t o  r e q u i r e  a p p r o v a l  b y  b o t h  t h e  

S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  B o a r d  o f  H e a l t h ,  a s  w e l l  

a s  t h e  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  L e g i s l a t u r e  p r i o r  

t o  b e i n g  a d v a n c e d .   

A n d  h o w  d i d  w e  c o m e  u p  w i t h  o u r  

r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  i n  o u r  p l a n ?   O n e  o f  t h e  

t h i n g s  w e  d i d  w a s  s e t  p r i o r i t y  a r e a s  f o r  

w a s t e w a t e r  u p g r a d e s .   W e  a l s o  e s t a b l i s h e d  

l o a d  r e d u c t i o n  g o a l s  f o r  a l l  t h e  w a t e r  

b o d i e s  i n  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y ,  a n d  t h e n  u s i n g  

t h o s e  l o a d  r e d u c t i o n  g o a l s  w e  d i d  a  

c o s t - b e n e f i t  a n a l y s i s  t o  p r o v i d e  p o l i c y  

r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  f o r  w a s t e w a t e r  u p g r a d e s ;  

a g a i n ,  h o w ,  w h e n  a n d  w h e r e  s h o u l d  w e  

i n s t a l l  t h e s e  i n n o v a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i v e  

s y s t e m s ,  o r  s e w e r  c o n n e c t i o n s ,  t o  s u p p o r t  

t h e  a c h i e v e m e n t  o f  t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  

g o a l s  o f  t h e  p l a n .

T h i s  i s  t h e  f i r s t  w a s t e w a t e r  

m a n a g e m e n t  s t u d y  c o m p l e t e d  i n  S u f f o l k  

C o u n t y  s i n c e  t h e  1 9 7 8  2 0 8  S t u d y ,  a n d  i t  

r e p r e s e n t s  a  f i r s t  e v e r  i n  a  l o t  o f  o t h e r  

c a p a c i t i e s ,  a s  y o u  c a n  s e e  o n  t h i s  s l i d e  
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h e r e .   

S o  j u s t  t o  g i v e  s o m e  c o n t e x t  o n  t h e  

a m o u n t  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n  d a t a  p r o c e s s i n g  

t h a t  w e n t  i n t o  t h i s  p l a n ,  w e  b r o k e  d o w n  

t h e  c o u n t y  i n t o  1 9 1  i n d i v i d u a l  s u r f a c e  

w a t e r  b o d i e s .   W e  a l s o  e v a l u a t e d  

9 0 0  p u b l i c  s u p p l y  w e l l s .   T h e r e  w e r e  o v e r  

8 0 0 , 0 0 0  s u r f a c e  w a t e r  q u a l i t y  d a t a  p o i n t s  

t h a t  w e r e  u s e d  i n  o u r  w a t e r  q u a l i t y  

d a t a b a s e ,  a n d  t w o  o f  o u r  l o c a l  a n d  

n a t i o n a l  t e c h n i c a l  e x p e r t s  t h a t  w e r e  

e n g a g e d  i n  t h e  p r o c e s s  t o u t e d  t h e  c o u n t y  

a s  h a v i n g  o n e  o f  t h e  b i g g e s t ,  i f  n o t  t h e  

b i g g e s t  c o u n t y - w i d e  s u r f a c e  w a t e r  q u a l i t y  

d a t a b a s e  i n  t h e  c o u n t r y .   W e  a l s o  u s e d  

o v e r  5 0 0 , 0 0 0  p a r c e l - s p e c i f i c  l a n d  u s e  

d a t a s e t  t h a t  w a s  u p d a t e d  t o  2 0 1 6  a e r i a l s .   

S o  t h e  m e t h o d o l o g y  o f  t h i s  p l a n  w a s  

n o t  b u i l t  o r  c o n s t r u c t e d  i n  a  v a c u u m .   

T h e  m e t h o d o l o g y  w a s  g u i d e d  t h r o u g h  a  

s e r i e s  o f  s t a k e h o l d e r  m e e t i n g s ,  i n t e n s i v e  

a n d  r i g o r o u s  s t a k e h o l d e r  e n g a g e m e n t  

p r o c e s s ,  e s s e n t i a l l y  f i v e  l a y e r s  o f  

s t a k e h o l d e r  e n g a g e m e n t ,  a s  s h o w n  o n  t h i s  
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s l i d e .   A t  t h e  t o p  l e v e l  w e  h a d  a n  

i n i t i a l  s t a k e h o l d e r s  k i c k o f f  m e e t i n g  w i t h  

o v e r  3 0 0  i n v i t e e s  t h a t  p r o v i d e d  c o m m e n t s  

o n  t h e  i n i t i a l  s c o p e  a n d  t h e  i n i t i a l  

m e t h o d o l o g y ,  a n d  t h e n  a t  t h e  f i n e s t  l e v e l  

w e  h a d  t h e s e  s e r i e s  o f  s m a l l ,  i n t i m a t e  

e x p e r t  w o r k  g r o u p s ,  t e c h n i c a l  e x p e r t s ,  

b o t h  l o c a l  a n d  n a t i o n a l  t o  h e l p  g u i d e  t h e  

m e t h o d o l o g y  f o r  e a c h  o f  o u r  e x p e r t  

s p e c i a l t y  a r e a s .   

S o  I  w a n t  t o  t a k e  a  m i n u t e  j u s t  t o  

t a l k  a b o u t  a  c o u p l e  o f ,  t w o  m a j o r  

f i n d i n g s  f r o m  t h e  s u b w a t e r s h e d s  p l a n  f r o m  

a n  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  p e r s p e c t i v e .   T h e  f i r s t  

w a s  t h a t  c o n s i s t e n t  w i t h  n u m e r o u s  

p r e v i o u s  s t u d i e s  t h a t  h a v e  a l r e a d y  

d o c u m e n t e d  t h i s ,  t h e  s u b w a t e r s h e d s  p l a n  

f o u n d  t h a t  t h e  p r e d o m i n a n t  n i t r o g e n  

s o u r c e  i n  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  g o i n g  i n t o  o u r  

w a t e r s h e d s  c o m e s  f r o m  o n s i t e  w a s t e w a t e r  

s o u r c e s  f o r  m o s t  s u b w a t e r s h e d s .   

T h e  o t h e r  t h i n g  t h e  s t u d y  d i d  w a s  

j u s t  c o r r o b o r a t e d  t h e  s c i e n c e  t h a t  t o o  

m u c h  n i t r o g e n  c a n  r e s u l t  i n  n e g a t i v e  
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w a t e r  q u a l i t y  t r e n d s .   W e  k n o w  t h e  

s c i e n c e ,  t h e r e ' s  h u n d r e d s  o f  p a p e r s  o n  

i t .   W e l l ,  w h a t  d o e s  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  w a t e r  

q u a l i t y  d a t a  t e l l  u s ?   S o  o n  t h i s  t a b l e  

o n  h e r e ,  i f  w e  l o o k  a t  t h e  w a t e r  b o d i e s  

i n  t h e  b a c k g r o u n d  t h a t  a r e  b l u e ,  t h e s e  

a r e  w a t e r  b o d i e s  t h a t  h a v e  g o o d  w a t e r  

q u a l i t y  i n  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y ,  a v e r a g e  

i n - w a t e r  n i t r o g e n  c o n c e n t r a t i o n  0 . 3 9 ,  

e l e v a t e d  d i s s o l v e d  o x y g e n ,  n o  h a r m f u l  

a l g a l  b l o o m s  i n  t h e  l a s t  t e n  y e a r s ,  v e r y  

l o w  c h l o r o p h y l l - a ' s ,  e x c e l l e n t  w a t e r  

c l a r i t y .   I f  y o u  g o  t o  t h e  w a t e r  b o d i e s  

t h a t  a r e  t h e  m o s t  d e g r a d e d  i n  S u f f o l k  

C o u n t y ,  t h e s e  a r e  t h e  a r e a s  i n  r e d ,  

s i g n i f i c a n t  i n c r e a s e  i n  i n - w a t e r  n i t r o g e n  

c o n c e n t r a t i o n ,  s i g n i f i c a n t  d e c r e a s e  i n  

d i s s o l v e d  o x y g e n ,  a n  a v e r a g e  o f  f i v e  

h a r m f u l  a l g a l  b l o o m s  f o r  e a c h  o f  t h e s e  

w a t e r  b o d i e s  o v e r  t h e  l a s t  t e n  y e a r s ,  

s i g n i f i c a n t  i n c r e a s e  i n  c h l o r o p h y l l - a  a n d  

s i g n i f i c a n t  d e c r e a s e  i n  w a t e r  c l a r i t y .   

S o  m o v i n g  f o r w a r d  t o  t h e  p l a n ' s  

p r i m a r y  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n .   A n d  s o  t h e  
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p r i m a r y  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  i s  t h e  

i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  a  C o u n t y - W i d e  P h a s e d  

W a s t e w a t e r  U p g r a d e  P r o g r a m .   T h e  p r o p o s e d  

p l a n  i n c l u d e s  f o u r  p h a s e s .   T h e  f i r s t  

p h a s e  i s  w h a t  w e ' r e  c a l l i n g  p r o g r a m  

r a m p - u p ,  a n d  w h a t  I  l i k e  t o  c o n s i d e r  t h i s  

i s  g e t t i n g  o u r  c h e s s  p i e c e s  i n  p l a c e  s o  

t h a t  w e  c a n  a d v a n c e  t h e  f u l l - s c a l e  

p r o g r a m ,  w h i c h  r e a l l y  k i c k s  o f f  d u r i n g  

P h a s e  I I .   

S o  d u r i n g  P h a s e  I ,  w e ' r e  l o o k i n g  a t  

r e q u i r i n g  i n n o v a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i v e  s y s t e m s  

f o r  a l l  n e w  c o n s t r u c t i o n  a n d  m a j o r  

b u i l d i n g  a d d i t i o n .   T h e s e  n e w  s y s t e m s  

b e c o m e  t h e  s t a n d a r d  f o r  a l l  n e w  

c o n s t r u c t i o n  i n  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y .   I t  w o u l d  

a l s o  i n c l u d e  i m p l e m e n t i n g  e x i s t i n g  s e w e r  

p r o j e c t s  t h a t  a r e  c u r r e n t l y  i n  q u e u e  a n d  

c u r r e n t l y  f u n d e d .   A g a i n ,  e l e m e n t a l ,  

f u n d a m e n t a l  r e q u i r e m e n t  o f  t h i s  p l a n  i s  

t h e  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  o f  a s t a b l e  a n d  

r e c u r r i n g  r e v e n u e  s o u r c e ,  s o  t h a t ' s  

r e a l l y  o n e  o f  t h e  p r i m a r y  f u n c t i o n s  a n d  

g o a l s  o f  t h e  p r o g r a m  r a m p - u p  p e r i o d .
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A n d  t h e n  t h e  o t h e r  t h i n g  I  w a n t e d  t o  

m e n t i o n  i s  t h a t  w e ' r e  g o i n g  t o  c o n t i n u e  

o u r  i n n o v a t i v e  a n d  a l t e r n a t i v e  v o l u n t a r y  

i n c e n t i v e  p r o g r a m s .   A n d  f o r  t h e  f o l k s  i n  

h e r e  t h a t  a r e  n o t  f a m i l i a r  w i t h  t h i s  

p r o g r a m ,  t h e  c o u n t y  h a s  a  g r a n t  l o a n  

p r o g r a m  r i g h t  n o w ,  c o u p l e d  w i t h  s t a t e  

f u n d i n g  t h a t  y o u  c a n  r e c e i v e  u p  

t o  $ 2 0 , 0 0 0  i n  c o u n t y  f u n d i n g  a n d  a n  

a d d i t i o n a l  $ 1 0 , 0 0 0  o f  s t a t e  f u n d i n g  

t o w a r d s  t h e  i n s t a l l a t i o n  o f  a n  i n n o v a t i v e  

a l t e r n a t i v e  s y s t e m  i n  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y .   S o  

i f  y o u ' r e  i n t e r e s t e d  t h e r e ' s  m o r e  

i n f o r m a t i o n  o u t s i d e  t h e r e ,  b u t  f e e l  f r e e  

t o  t a k e  a  l o o k  a t  s o m e  o f  t h e  i n f o r m a t i o n  

a n d  g e t  e d u c a t e d  o n  i t .   

S o  o n c e  w e  f i n d  a  s t a b l e  r e c u r r e n t  

r e v e n u e  s o u r c e ,  t h a t  w o u l d  k i c k  o f f  

P h a s e  I I ,  t h a t ' s  t h e  p r i m a r y  p r o g r a m  

p h a s e  o f  t h e  p r o d u c t .   P h a s e  I I  w o u l d  

i n c l u d e  a d d r e s s i n g  a l l  o f  t h e  h i g h e s t  

p r i o r i t y  a r e a s  i n  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y .   A n d  

t h o s e  h i g h e r  p r i o r i t y  a r e a s  w e r e  d e f i n e d  

a s  a l l  n e a r s h o r e  a r e a s ,  s o  a l l  a r e a s  



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

 

17

Brentwood Public Hearing - 9/6/2019

c l o s e s t  t o  s u r f a c e  w a t e r  b o d i e s .   T h e r e ' s  

w e t l a n d s ,  w h a t  w e ' r e  c a l l i n g  l o w  

g r o u n d w a t e r  a n d  s u r f a c e  w a t e r  a r e a s  t h a t  

a r e  d e f i n e d  a s  P r i o r i t y  R a n k  1 ,  s o  t h e  

w a t e r  b o d i e s  t h a t  h a v e  t h e  h i g h e s t  l e v e l  

o f  w a t e r  q u a l i t y  d e g r a d a t i o n .   T h a t ' s  

w h e r e  w e ' r e  g o i n g  t o  s t a r t  f i r s t .   T h a t  

p h a s e  r u n s  f o r  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  3 0  y e a r s ,  

a n d  t h e r e ' s  1 7 2 , 0 0 0  u p g r a d e s  w i t h i n  t h o s e  

P h a s e  I I  a r e a s .   O n c e  w e  a t t a c k  a  

m a j o r i t y  o f  t h o s e  p h a s e s  a n d  t h o s e  

p a r c e l s ,  w e  w o u l d  m o v e  t o  P h a s e  I I I .   

A n d  P h a s e  I I I  w o u l d  i n c l u d e  

a d d r e s s i n g  t h e  r e m a i n i n g  p r i o r i t y  a r e a s ,  

w h i c h  i n c l u d e s  r o u g h l y  7 6 , 0 0 0  p a r c e l s  

o v e r  a  p e r i o d  o f  1 5  y e a r s .   

S o  o n e  o f  t h e  q u e s t i o n s  I ' v e  

r e c e i v e d  m o s t  s i n c e  t h e  d r a f t  p l a n  w a s  

r e l e a s e d  w a s  w e l l ,  w h a t  i s  t h e  c o s t  t o  

t h e  h o m e o w n e r ,  w h a t  d o e s  t h e  a c t u a l  c o s t  

p r o p o s e d  i n  t h e  p l a n  m e a n  t o  a n  

i n d i v i d u a l  h o m e o w n e r .   S o  h o p e f u l l y  I  c a n  

s h e d  s o m e  l i g h t  o n  t h e  p r o p o s a l  a n d  o n  

t h e  p l a n .   A n d  t h e  o b j e c t i v e  i n  t h e  p l a n ,  
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t h e  p r o p o s e d  c o s t  m o d e l ,  w a s  t o  h a v e  v e r y  

l i t t l e  o u t - o f - p o c k e t  e x p e n s e  f o r  t h e  

h o m e o w n e r  f o r  i n s t a l l a t i o n  o f  t h e s e  

s y s t e m s .   A n d  s o  t h e  p r o p o s e d  m o d e l ,  i f  a  

h o m e o w n e r  f e l l  w i t h i n  a  p r o p o s e d  p r o j e c t  

p h a s e ,  f o r  e x a m p l e  P h a s e  I I ,  t h a t  

h o m e o w n e r  w o u l d  e s s e n t i a l l y  h a v e  f o u r  

o p t i o n s  d u r i n g  t h a t  t i m e  t o  u p g r a d e  t h e i r  

s y s t e m .   I f  t h e y ' r e  p r o a c t i v e  a n d  t h e y  

u p g r a d e  v o l u n t a r i l y ,  t h e y  w o u l d  q u a l i f y  

f o r  1 0 0  p e r c e n t  f u n d i n g ,  a  s i m i l a r  

p r o g r a m  t o  o u r  e x i s t i n g  g r a n t  p r o g r a m .   

L i k e w i s e ,  i f  t h e y  u p g r a d e d  w h e n  t h e i r  

e x i s t i n g  s y s t e m  f a i l e d ,  t h e y  w o u l d  a l s o  

q u a l i f y  f o r  1 0 0  p e r c e n t  g r a n t  f u n d i n g .   

I f  t h e y  d e c i d e d  t o  w a i t  a n d  u p g r a d e  a t  

m a j o r  b u i l d i n g  r e n o v a t i o n  t h e y  w o u l d  

q u a l i f y  f o r  5 0  p e r c e n t  f u n d i n g .   A n d  i f  

t h e y  d i d n ' t  t a k e  a d v a n t a g e  o f  o p t i o n s  1 ,  

2  a n d  3  a n d  t h e y  w a i t e d  f o r  p r o p e r t y  

t r a n s f e r ,  t h a t ,  t h e  a s s u m p t i o n  i n  t h i s  

p l a n  i s  t h a t  t h e y  w o u l d  n o t  q u a l i f y  f o r  

g r a n t  f u n d i n g ,  a l t h o u g h  l o a n ,  l o w  

i n t e r e s t  l o a n s  m a y  b e  a v a i l a b l e .   



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

 

19

Brentwood Public Hearing - 9/6/2019

A n o t h e r  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  i n  t h e  p l a n  

i s  f o r  w h a t  w e  c a l l  r e v i s i o n s  t o  

A p p e n d i x  A ,  t h e s e  m o d i f i e d  s e w a g e  

d i s p o s a l  s y s t e m s .   A n d  f o r  t h o s e  t h a t  

a r e n ' t  f a m i l i a r  w i t h  t h e m ,  t h e s e  a r e  

s m a l l ,  p r e p a c k a g e d  s e w a g e  t r e a t m e n t  

p l a n t s  c a p a b l e  o f  s i g n i f i c a n t l y  r e d u c i n g  

n i t r o g e n  t o  b e l o w  1 0  m i l l i g r a m s  p e r  l i t e r .   

T h e y  h a v e  d i r e c t  a p p l i c a b i l i t y  i n  

l o c a t i o n s  w i t h  l i m i t e d  l a n d  a n d  h i g h  

d e n s i t y .   S o  e x a m p l e s  w o u l d  b e  m o b i l e  

h o m e  p a r k s ,  d o w n t o w n  h a m l e t s .   A n d  t h e  

p r o b l e m  w i t h  t h e  e x i s t i n g  s y s t e m s  r i g h t  

n o w  i s  t h a t  t h e  s e t b a c k  r e q u i r e m e n t s  f o r  

t h e s e  s y s t e m s  i s  t o o  l a r g e  t o  m a k e  t h e m  

u s a b l e  i n  a  l o t  o f  t h e s e  s i t e s  t h a t  d o n ' t  

h a v e  e n o u g h  r o o m  f o r  s i t i n g  a  s y s t e m .   S o  

t h e  p r o p o s a l  o n  t h e  t a b l e  i s  t o  i n c r e a s e  

t h e  a l l o w a b l e  f l o w  f o r  t h e  u s e  o f  t h e s e  

s y s t e m s  f r o m  1 5 , 0 0 0  g a l l o n s  p e r  d a y  

t o  3 0 , 0 0 0  g a l l o n s  p e r  d a y ,  a n d  t o  r e d u c e  

t h e  s e t b a c k s  i n  s e t t i n g s  w h e r e  t h e  

r e d u c e d  s e t b a c k s  c a n  b e  a c c o m m o d a t e d  

s a f e l y .   S o  c o m m e r c i a l ,  i n d u s t r i a l  a n d  
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m i x e d  u s e  s e t t i n g s .   A n d  t h e  g o a l  i s  t o  

f a c i l i t a t e  m o r e  e x p a n d e d  u s e  o f  t h e s e  

s y s t e m s  s o  t h a t  t h e y  c a n  b e  i n s t a l l e d  i n  

c h a l l e n g i n g  l o c a t i o n s  t h a t  r e a l l y  n e e d  

n i t r o g e n  l o a d  r e d u c t i o n s .   

S o  a b o v e  a n d  b e y o n d  t h e  p r i m a r y  

r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  t h e r e ' s  a  w h o l e  s e r i e s  o f  

o t h e r  p r o g r a m  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s ,  a n d  m o s t  

o f  t h e s e  o t h e r  p r o g r a m  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  w e  

e v a l u a t e d  a n d  w e  d e t e r m i n e d  t h a t  w e  

r e a l l y  r e q u i r e d  a d d i t i o n a l  d a t a  b e  

c o l l e c t e d  b e f o r e  w e  c a n  m a k e  f i n a l  p o l i c y  

r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  i n  a n y  k i n d  o f  p l a n .   S o  

f o r  a l l  t h e s e  o t h e r  p r o g r a m  

r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  t h e  p l a n  p r o v i d e s  a n  

i n i t i a l  r o a d  m a p  o n  w h a t  d a t a  n e e d s  t o  b e  

c o l l e c t e d ,  h o w  t h a t  d a t a  s h o u l d  b e  

e v a l u a t e d ,  a n d  t h e n  o n c e  t h a t  d a t a  i s  

c o l l e c t e d  a n d  e v a l u a t e d  t h e n  p o l i c y  

o p t i o n s  c a n  b e  d e t e r m i n e d .

S o  m o v i n g  f o r w a r d ,  w h a t  a r e  s o m e  o f  

t h e  p r o g r a m  b e n e f i t s ?   A n d  a  p i c t u r e  

u s u a l l y  p a i n t s  a  t h o u s a n d  w o r d s ,  a n d  s o  

t h i s  p a r t i c u l a r  g r a p h i c  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  
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p r e d i c t e d  c o n c e n t r a t i o n  o f  n i t r o g e n  i n  

t h e  U p p e r  G l a c i a l  A q u i f e r ,  i t ' s  t h e  

s h a l l o w  a q u i f e r  s y s t e m  i n  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y .   

T h e  c o l o r s  o n  t h i s  m a p  t h a t  a r e  y e l l o w ,  

o r a n g e  a n d  r e d  a r e  a c t u a l l y  a b o v e  w h a t  

t h e  o r i g i n a l  i n t e n t  o f  A r t i c l e  6  o f  t h e  

S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  S a n i t a r y  C o d e  w a s  f o r  t h e  

p r o t e c t i o n  o f  g r o u n d w a t e r  a n d  d r i n k i n g  

w a t e r ,  a n d  t h e  r e a s o n  t h a t  t h e y  a r e  i s  

b e c a u s e  m o s t  o f  t h e  t a x  l o t s  i n  t h e s e  

a r e a s ,  t h e  m i n i m u m  t a x  l o t  s i z e  a l r e a d y  

e x i s t e d  b e f o r e  t h e  r e g u l a t i o n s  e x i s t e d .   

S o  t h i s  m a p  h a s  b e e n  d r a w n  u n d e r  c u r r e n t  

l a n d  u s e  c o n d i t i o n s  a n d  u n d e r  c u r r e n t  

w a s t e w a t e r  m a n a g e m e n t  p r a c t i c e s .   

T h e  s e c o n d  m a p  o n  t h e  b o t t o m  s h o w s  

w h a t  t h e  p r e d i c t e d  c o n c e n t r a t i o n  w o u l d  b e  

i n  t h i s  s h a l l o w  a q u i f e r  a f t e r  a l l  o n s i t e  

d i s p o s a l  s y s t e m s  w e r e  u p g r a d e d  w i t h  

i n n o v a t i v e  a l t e r n a t i v e  s y s t e m s .   A n d  

a g a i n ,  y o u  c a n  s e e  a  d r a m a t i c  c h a n g e  i n  

t h e  c o n c e n t r a t i o n  i n  o u r  U p p e r  G l a c i a l  

A q u i f e r .   T h e  U p p e r  G l a c i a l  A q u i f e r  i s  

t h e  p r e d o m i n a n t  a q u i f e r  t h a t ' s  
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d i s c h a r g i n g  t o  o u r  s u r f a c e  w a t e r s ,  a n d  

i t ' s  a l s o  u s e d  f o r  d r i n k i n g  w a t e r  i n  

p r i v a t e  s u p p l y  w e l l s  i n  t h e  E a s t e r n  e n d  

o f  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y .   

S o  t h i s  i s  s o m e  h i g h l i g h t s  o f  s o m e  

o t h e r  p r o g r a m  b e n e f i t s .   S o  w i t h i n  

3 0  y e a r s  o f  p r o g r a m  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n ,  b a s e d  

o n  c u r r e n t  n i t r o g e n  t r e n d s  i n  s h a l l o w  

g r o u n d w a t e r ,  w e  b e l i e v e  t h a t  w e  c a n  

r e v e r s e  i n c r e a s i n g  n i t r o g e n  t r e n d s  w i t h i n  

t e n  y e a r s  o f  p r o g r a m  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n .   W e  

b e l i e v e  t h a t  w e  c a n  m e e t  w h a t  w e  c a l l  

t h i s  i n i t i a l  h a r m f u l  a l g a l  b l o o m / d i s s o l v e d  

o x y g e n  g o a l  i n  o v e r  5 0  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  

w a t e r  b o d i e s  i n  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  d u r i n g  t h e  

f i r s t  3 0  y e a r s ,  a n d  w e  w o u l d  h a v e  

u p g r a d e d  a l l  t h e  t o p  p r i o r i t y  a r e a  

d r i n k i n g  w a t e r  a r e a s  d u r i n g  t h a t  t i m e .   

D u r i n g  P h a s e  I V  - -  e x c u s e  m e  - -  

d u r i n g  P h a s e  I I I ,  w e  b e l i e v e  t h a t  w e  c a n  

a c h i e v e  t h e  i n i t i a l  h a l f  d i s s o l v e d  o x y g e n  

g o a l  i n  g r e a t e r  t h a n  7 5  p e r c e n t  o f  

m a n a g e m e n t  a r e a s  i n  w a t e r  b o d i e s  i n  

S u f f o l k  C o u n t y .   W e  c a n  a c h i e v e  w h a t  
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w e ' r e  c a l l i n g  t h i s  o v e r a l l  p r o t e c t i o n  

g o a l ,  t h i s  i s  f o r ,  q u o t e ,  u n q u o t e ,  

p r i s t i n e  w a t e r  q u a l i t y ,  i n  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  

o v e r  5 0  p e r c e n t  o f  t h e  w a t e r  b o d i e s  i n  

S u f f o l k  C o u n t y ,  a n d  a t  t h a t  p o i n t  i n  t i m e  

w e  w o u l d  h a v e  a l s o  u p g r a d e d  a l l  t h e  

d r i n k i n g  w a t e r  p r o t e c t i o n  a r e a s .   

S o m e  o t h e r  p o t e n t i a l  p r o g r a m  

b e n e f i t s  t h a t  r e l y  o n  o t h e r  i n p u t s  a s  

w e l l  w o u l d  b e  p r o t e c t i o n  o f  h u m a n  a n d  p e t  

h e a l t h .   E x a m p l e s  w o u l d  b e  a  r e d u c t i o n  i n  

t h e  h a r m f u l  a l g a l  b l o o m - r e l a t e d  t o x i n s ,  

e n h a n c e d  c o a s t a l  r e s i l i e n c y ,  p r o t e c t i o n  

o f  p r i v a t e  s u p p l y  w e l l s .   T h e r e ' s  q u i t e  a  

b i t  o f  l i t e r a t u r e  o u t  t h e r e  o n  t h e  l i n k  

b e t w e e n  w a t e r  c l a r i t y  a n d  p r o p e r t y  

v a l u e s ,  s o  t h e r e  i s  a  p o t e n t i a l  t h a t  

i m p r o v e d  w a t e r  q u a l i t y  c o u l d  r e s u l t  i n  

i n c r e a s e d  p r o p e r t y  v a l u e .   A n d  a g a i n ,  

t h e r e  w o u l d  b e  e n h a n c e d  p r o t e c t i o n  

a g a i n s t  s t o r m  s u r g e s .   

S o  f o r  t h o s e  i n t e r e s t e d ,  y o u  c a n  g o  

o n  t h e  l i n k  t h a t ' s  o n  h e r e  i f  y o u  w a n t  t o  

k n o w  m o r e .   Y o u  c a n  d o w n l o a d  t h e  p l a n  
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h e r e ,  y o u  c a n  l o o k  f o r  a n y  p r e s s  r e l e a s e s  

o r  a n y  n e w s  r e l e a s e s ,  a n d  t h e r e ' s  a  w h o l e  

h o s t  o f  o t h e r  i n f o r m a t i o n  o n  h e r e ,  

i n c l u d i n g  t h i s  p r e s e n t a t i o n ,  i n c l u d i n g  

t h e  p o s t e r s  t h a t  a r e  o u t  f r o n t ,  a n d  a s  

w e l l  a s  t h e  l i n k s  t o  t h e  c o u n t y ,  S u f f o l k  

C o u n t y ' s  g r a n t  S e p t i c  I m p r o v e m e n t  

P r o g r a m ,  t h e  g r a n t  l o a n  p r o g r a m .   

S o  t h i s  i s  j u s t  t o  w r a p  u p ,  j u s t  

w a n t e d  t o  t a l k  a b o u t  t h e  S E Q R A  p r o c e s s  

f o r  a  w h i l e ,  f o r  a  c o u p l e  o f  m i n u t e s .   S o  

a p p r o x i m a t e l y  t h r e e  y e a r s  a g o  w e  h e l d  a  

p u b l i c  h e a r i n g  s i m i l a r  t o  t h i s  t o  p r e s e n t  

t h e  p r o p o s e d  p u b l i c  s c o p e  o f  t h e  i s s u e s  

t h a t  w e r e  g o i n g  t o  b e  a d d r e s s e d  d u r i n g  

t h e  p r e p a r a t i o n  o f  t h e  D r a f t  G e n e r i c  

E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  S t a t e m e n t .   

A d v a n c i n g  f o r w a r d  a n d  m o v i n g  c l o s e r  t o  

t o d a y ,  o n  A u g u s t  1 4 t h  o f  t h i s  y e a r  t h e  

S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  C o u n c i l  o n  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  

Q u a l i t y  f o u n d  t h a t  t h e  D r a f t  G e n e r i c  

E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  S t a t e m e n t  w a s  

c o m p l e t e  a n d  s u i t a b l e  f o r  p u b l i c  c o m m e n t ,  

p u b l i c  r e v i e w  a n d  c o m m e n t .   A n d  t h e n  
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p u r s u a n t  t o  S E Q R A  r e g u l a t i o n s ,  S u f f o l k  

C o u n t y  w i l l  r e s p o n d  t o  a l l  s u b s t a n t i v e  

c o m m e n t s  o n  t h e  D G E I S  t h a t  a r e  r e c e i v e d  

t o d a y ,  y e s t e r d a y ,  a n d  i n  w r i t i n g  t h r o u g h  

S e p t e m b e r  1 6 t h .   

A n d  j u s t  a  q u i c k  o v e r v i e w  o f  w h a t  i s  

a  D r a f t  G e n e r i c  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  I m p a c t  

S t a t e m e n t ,  f o r  t h o s e  t h a t  d o n ' t  k n o w .   S o  

t h e  S E Q R A  s c o p i n g  a n d  D G E I S  p r o c e s s  i s  

r e a l l y  a n a l y z i n g  t h e  p o t e n t i a l  

e n v i r o n m e n t a l  i m p a c t s ,  p o s i t i v e  o r  

n e g a t i v e ,  t h a t  m a y  r e s u l t  f r o m  S u f f o l k  

C o u n t y ' s  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  p r o p o s e d  

a c t i o n ,  w h i c h  i s  r e a l l y  t h e  m a j o r  

r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  i n  t h e  S u b w a t e r s h e d s  

W a s t e w a t e r  P l a n .   T h e  D G E I S  i n c l u d e s  a  

s e c t i o n  o n  m e a s u r e s  t o  m i t i g a t e  p o t e n t i a l  

i m p a c t s  t h a t  w e r e  i d e n t i f i e d  d u r i n g  t h e  

s c o p i n g  p r o c e s s  a n d  d u r i n g  t h e  

p r e p a r a t i o n  o f  t h e  D G E I S .   I n  a d d i t i o n ,  

t h e  D G E I S  a n a l y z e s  w h a t  w e  c a l l  

a l t e r n a t i v e s  t o  p r o p o s e d  a c t i o n ,  c a n  

s o m e t h i n g  b e  d o n e  i n  a  d i f f e r e n t  w a y  t h a t  

w o u l d  h a v e  r e d u c e d  n e g a t i v e  i m p a c t s  o n  
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t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t ,  w h i l e  s t i l l  m e e t i n g  t h e  

o b j e c t i v e s  o f  t h e  p l a n .   

S o  t h a t ' s  a l l  I  h a d .   H e r e ' s  m y  

c o n t a c t  i n f o r m a t i o n .   I ' l l  b e  a r o u n d  

a f t e r w a r d s  a s  w e l l ,  b u t  a n y  w r i t t e n  

c o m m e n t s  c a n  g o  t o  m y  a t t e n t i o n .   

A n d  w i t h  t h a t ,  L a r r y ,  I ' m  g o i n g  t o  

s e n d  i t  b a c k  u p  f o r  t h e  p u b l i c  c o m m e n t  

p e r i o d .   

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   T h a n k  y o u ,  

K e n .   

K e n  w i l l  b e  h e r e  i n  c a s e  t h e r e ' s  a  

t e c h n i c a l  q u e s t i o n  t h a t  n e e d s  t o  b e  

a n s w e r e d .   

S o  j u s t  t o  t e l l  y o u  a  l i t t l e  m o r e  

a b o u t  t h e  p r o c e s s ,  a f t e r  t o d a y ' s  h e a r i n g  

w e  w i l l  g a t h e r  t h e  c o m m e n t s  f r o m  l a s t  

n i g h t  a n d  t o n i g h t .   T h e  c o u n t y  a n d  t h e  

C E Q  w i l l  b e  r e v i e w i n g  t h o s e  c o m m e n t s ,  

r e s p o n d i n g  t o  t h o s e  c o m m e n t s ,  a n d  t h i s  i s  

s u c h  a  f u n  e v e n t  t h a t  w e  w i l l  d o  i t  a g a i n  

a n d ,  t o  r e s p o n d  t o  t h e  c o m m e n t s .   S o  i f  

y o u  w a n t  t o  s e e  t h a t  w e ' v e  d o n e  i t  r i g h t  

i n  a n s w e r i n g  y o u r  c o m m e n t s ,  y o u  w i l l  h a v e  
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t h a t  o p p o r t u n i t y .   

A l l  r i g h t .   I ' m  g o i n g  t o  c a l l  t h e  

f i r s t  s p e a k e r ,  a n d  w h e n  y o u  d o  c o m e  u p ,  

i f  y o u  w o u l d  p l e a s e  a s s i s t  t h e  

s t e n o g r a p h e r  b y  s p e l l i n g  y o u r  l a s t  n a m e  

i t  w o u l d  b e  g r e a t l y  a p p r e c i a t e d .

C a t h e r i n e  K o b a s i u k .   

M S .  K O B A S I U K :   M y  n a m e  i s  C a t h e r i n e  

K o b a s i u k ,  K - O - B - A - S - I - U - K .   I  l i v e  i n  

M a s t i c  B e a c h ,  r i g h t  a l o n g  t h e  w a t e r ,  

q u a r t e r - m i l e  f r o m  T h e  N a r r o w s  B a y .   I ' d  

l i k e  t o  t h a n k  e v e r y o n e  f o r  b e i n g  h e r e .

M y  h u s b a n d  a n d  I  a r e  p r o - c l e a r  

w a t e r ,  w h i c h  m e a n s  w e ' v e  g r o w n  u p  o n  T h e  

N a r r o w s  B a y  - -  c l a m m i n g ,  f i s h i n g ,  

s w i m m i n g ,  b o a t i n g .   W e ' v e  s p e n t ,  w e ' v e  

g r o w n  u p  5 0  y e a r s  i n  M a s t i c  B e a c h .   W e  d o  

n o t  u s e  a n y  f e r t i l i z e r s  o n  t h e  l a w n s ,  w e  

d o  n o t  u s e  a n y  i n s e c t i c i d e s  i n  o u r  y a r d .   

W e  a r e  s e r i o u s  a b o u t  n i t r o g e n  m a i n t e n a n c e .   

W e ' v e  g o n e  t o  a l l  t h e  d e m o s  t h a t  t h e  

c o u n t y  h a s  r u n  f o r  t h e  l a s t  t w o  y e a r s  o n  

t h e i r  d i f f e r e n t  p r o j e c t s  b e f o r e  t h e y  

p i c k e d  t h e  s e p t i c  s y s t e m s  t h e y  w e r e  g o i n g  
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t o  i m p l e m e n t .   W e  c o u l d n ' t  s i g n  u p  f o r  

a n y  o f  t h e  t e s t  s y s t e m s  b e c a u s e  o u r  l o t  

d i d n ' t  q u a l i f y ,  b u t  w e  d i d  a p p l y  f o r  t h e  

S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  s e p t i c  g r a n t ,  t h e  P h a s e  I ,  

a n d  w e  w e r e  a c c e p t e d .   W e  w e r e  a p p r o v e d  

f o r  t h e  $ 2 0 , 0 0 0  g r a n t .   S o  w h e n  w e  b e g a n  

m a k i n g  c a l l s  a n d  t r y i n g  t o  i m p l e m e n t  a n d  

g e t  s t a r t e d ,  w e  f o u n d  o u t  t h a t  o u r  l o t  

w h e r e  w e  a r e ,  a t  a  v e r y  l o w  g e o g r a p h y ,  i t  

w o u l d  c o s t  u s  a n  a d d i t i o n a l  3 0 , 0 0 0 ,  

r o u g h ,  g i v e  o r  t a k e  a  l i t t l e  b i t ,  t o  

u p g r a d e  o u r  d r a i n  f i e l d  s o  t h a t  w e  c o u l d  

u s e  o n e  o f  t h e s e  s e p t i c  s y s t e m s .   S o  w e  

s t a r t e d  l o o k i n g  i n t o  a l l  t h i s ,  a n d  a s  I  

s t a t e d  w e  l i v e  i n  a  v e r y  l o w  a r e a  a l o n g  

T h e  N a r r o w s  B a y ,  b u t  w e ' r e  n o t  - -  w e ' r e  a  

q u a r t e r - m i l e  a w a y  f r o m  t h e  w a t e r ,  w e ' r e  

n o t  o n e  o f  t h o s e  p e o p l e  l i v i n g  r i g h t  o n  

t h e  s h o r e .   W e  h a d  t h r e e  f e e t  i n  o u r  y a r d  

d u r i n g  S a n d y ,  w e  e l e v a t e d  o u r  h o u s e  a f t e r  

S a n d y  u s i n g  N e w  Y o r k  S t a t e ,  N e w  Y o r k  

R i s i n g  f u n d s ,  a n d  a l l  o t h e r  l o t s ,  o u r  l o t  

i s  n o t  t h e  b i g g e s t  a n d  i t ' s  c e r t a i n l y  n o t  

t h e  s m a l l e s t  i n  o u r  n e i g h b o r h o o d ,  b u t  
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e v e r y o n e  i s  v e r y  c l o s e .   S o  i f  w e  w e r e  t o  

u p g r a d e  o u r  w h o l e  y a r d  a n d  p u t  u p  t h e  

c e m e n t  w a l l s  a n d  e v e r y t h i n g ,  w e  w o u l d  b e  

e n c r o a c h i n g  o n  a l l  o u r  n e i g h b o r s ,  a n d  i t  

w o u l d  b e  q u i t e  p r o b l e m a t i c  a n d  q u i t e  

e x p e n s i v e .   A n d  i t  d e g r a d e s  t h e  w h o l e  

n e i g h b o r h o o d .   A l l  t h o s e  h o u s e s  t h a t  e n d  

u p  h a v i n g  t o  p u t  u p  r e t a i n i n g  w a l l s ,  i t  

j u s t  t a k e s  a w a y ,  t h e r e ' s  n o  w a y  t o  

m a i n t a i n  a  y a r d ,  n o  w a y  t o  u s e  y o u r  

p r o p e r t y .   

S o  w e ' v e  c o m e  t o  t h e  c o n c l u s i o n  

o u r s e l v e s  f r o m  a  d o l l a r - a n d - c e n t s  

p e r s p e c t i v e ,  a l o n g  w i t h  a l l  t h e  o t h e r  

d i f f i c u l t i e s  i n  o u r  n e i g h b o r h o o d ,  t h a t  

f o r  u s  t o  i n v e s t  $ 3 0 , 0 0 0  o u t  o f  o u r  

p o c k e t  o n  t o p  o f  t h e  g r a n t  w o u l d  b e  a  

n o t - g o .   W e  t h i n k  i t  w o u l d  m a k e  m o r e  

s e n s e  f o r  a l l  t h e  g r a n t s  a v a i l a b l e  f o r  

o u r  l o c a l e  t o  b e  p o o l e d  a n d  p u t  t o w a r d s  

e i t h e r  a  s e w a g e  s y s t e m  o r  o n e  o f  t h o s e  

c l u s t e r  s y s t e m s  K e n  w a s  t a l k i n g  a b o u t  f o r  

t h e  h i g h  d e n s i t y  a r e a s .   O u r  a r e a  t h e r e ' s  

a  l o t  o f  4 0 - f o o t  f r o n t s ,  a  w h o l e  f a m i l y  
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l i v i n g  i n  a  4 0 - f o o t  b y  1 0 0 - f o o t .   S o  y o u  

g o t  t h r e e  o r  f o u r  o f  t h o s e  i n  a  r o w ,  i f  

y o u  h a v e  a n  e m p t y  l o t  y o u  c o u l d  h a v e  o n e  

o f  t h o s e  c l u s t e r  s y s t e m s .   S o  t h a t  w o u l d  

r e m o v e  m o r e  n i t r o g e n  f r o m  o u r  l o c a l e  

p r o b a b l y  t h a n  a  h a n d f u l  o f  t h e s e  

i n d e p e n d e n t  s y s t e m s  w o u l d ,  i n  t h e  l o n g  

r u n .

T h a n k  y o u ,  v e r y  m u c h .  

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   T h a n k  y o u .   

T h e  H o n o r a b l e  L e s l i e  K e n n e d y ,  

L e g i s l a t o r  o f  t h e  1 2 t h  D i s t r i c t  o f  

S u f f o l k  C o u n t y .   

L E G I S L A T O R  K E N N E D Y :   G o o d  a f t e r n o o n .   

T h a n k  y o u  f o r  c o m i n g  o u t ,  a l l  o f  y o u ,  a n d  

a l s o  t h e  S E Q R A  f o l k s .   I t ' s  g o o d  t o  b e  

h e a r d .

I  r e a d  t h e  e n t i r e  p r o p o s a l ,  a l l  

t h r e e  b o o k s  o f  i t .   G o d  b l e s s  y o u  f o r  

d o i n g  t h e  s a m e .   I  j u s t  h a v e  s o m e  

c o m m e n t s  t h a t  a r e  b a s i c a l l y  q u e s t i o n s .   

W e  a l l  l o v e  o u r  g r o u n d w a t e r .   W e  a l l  

k n o w  w e  n e e d  t o  p r e s e r v e  i t ,  w e  a l l  k n o w  

w e  n e e d  t o  d o  t h e  c o r r e c t  t h i n g ,  b u t  w e  
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h a v e  t o  d o  i t  i n  a  w a y  w h e r e  i t  w o r k s  f o r  

p e o p l e ' s  l i v e s .   S o  h e r e  a r e  m y  

q u e s t i o n s .   

T h e  E I S ,  i n  m y  o p i n i o n ,  a n d  t h i s  i s  

a l l  m y  o p i n i o n ,  d o e s  n o t  a d e q u a t e l y  

e x a m i n e  t h e  e c o n o m i c  i m p a c t  o n  t h e  

h o u s i n g  m a r k e t  i f  h o m e o w n e r s  m u s t  i n s t a l l  

t h e  n e w  s e p t i c  s y s t e m  u p o n  h o u s e  s a l e  o r  

t r a n s f e r .   E c o n o m i c s  a r e  c e n t r a l  t o  t h e  

e n t i r e  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  r e m e d i a t i o n  c o n c e p t  

o f  t h e  p l a n .   T h e  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  g o a l s  a r e  

d e p e n d e n t  u p o n  t h e  e c o n o m i c s .   S o  

b a s i c a l l y ,  t h e  r e s t  o f  t h e s e ,  t o o ,  a r e  

s u g g e s t i o n s  a s  t o  w h a t  h a s  t o  b e  a d d e d .   

I  t h i n k  t h e  p l a n  t h e  w a y  i t  i s ,  i s  

k i n d  o f  d o o m e d  f o r  f a i l u r e ,  b e c a u s e  t h e  

t o w n  z o n i n g ,  t h e  t o w n  p l a n n i n g ,  t h e  Z B A  

b o a r d s  a r e  n o t  p a r t  o f  t h e  p l a n  a n d  a r e  

n o t o r i o u s  f o r  i s s u i n g  a p p r o v a l s  o n  a  

p i e c e m e a l  b y  p i e c e m e a l  b a s i s ,  w i t h o u t  

r e g a r d  f o r  r e g i o n a l  i s s u e s .   A n d  t h a t  

o v e r w h e l m s  t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  c o n c e r n s .   

T h e  c o u n t y  h e a l t h  d e p a r t m e n t ' s  s a n i t a r y  

c o d e  r e s t r i c t i o n s  a n d  p r o p o s e d  p l a n  w i l l  
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b e  i n e f f e c t i v e  i f  t h e y  d o  n o t  c o n t r o l  t h e  

g r o w t h  i n  t h e  t o w n s ,  o r  f a i l  t o  l i n k  

c o u n t y  g o a l s  w i t h  t o w n  z o n i n g .   T h e  E I S  

m u s t  e x a m i n e  g r o w t h  b e y o n d  m e r e l y  

a c k n o w l e d g i n g  c o m m e r c i a l  g r o w t h  i s  

p o s s i b l e ,  a n d  t h a t  g r o w t h  i s  s o l e l y  

c o n t r o l l e d  b y  t h e  t o w n ,  s o  w e  h a v e  t o  

d r a w  t h e  t o w n s  i n t o  t h i s  t o  m a k e  t h i s  a  

f e a s i b l e  p l a n .   

A n d  i n  c l o s i n g ,  h i s t o r y  s u g g e s t s  

t h a t  t h e  l i m i t s  o n  d e v e l o p m e n t  i m p o s e d  b y  

s a n i t a r y  r e s t r i c t i o n s  i s  r e m o v e d  w h e n  n e w  

s e p t i c  s y s t e m  t e c h n o l o g y  i s  a v a i l a b l e .   

H i s t o r i c a l l y ,  t h e  c o u n t y - w i d e  s e w e r i n g  o f  

f i r s t  Q u e e n s  a n d  t h e n  N a s s a u  a n d  l a t e r  

t h e  S o u t h w e s t  S e w e r  D i s t r i c t  l e d  

i m m e d i a t e l y  t o  c o u n t y - w i d e  u r b a n i z a t i o n .   

T h e  S W P  i t s e l f  a c k n o w l e d g e s  s u b s t a n t i a l  

g r o w t h  i s  l i k e l y .   

S o  w h i l e  t h e  s c i e n c e  i n  i t  i s  

9 9  p e r c e n t  I  c a n  a g r e e  w i t h ,  w e  h a v e  t o  

d e a l  m o r e  i n  t h i s  p l a n  w i t h  d r a w i n g  i n  

a l l  o u r  p a r t n e r s ,  a n d  w e  h a v e  t o  d o  m o r e  

t o  d e a l  w i t h  t h e  e c o n o m i c s :   W h e r e  i s  t h e  
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m o n e y  c o m i n g  f r o m .

T h a n k  y o u .   

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   T h a n k  y o u .   

K u r t  K r o n e m b e r g .  

M R .  K R O N E M B E R G :   H i .   M y  n a m e  i s  

K u r t  K r o n e m b e r g ,  K - R - O - N - E - M - B - E - R - G .  I ' m  

f r o m  B a y  S h o r e ,  N e w  Y o r k .   I ' m  n o t  a  

s p e a k e r  a t  a l l  a n d  s o  i t ' s  a  l i t t l e  

n e r v e - w r a c k i n g  m e  b e i n g  u p  h e r e .   

I ' m  r e p r e s e n t i n g  m y  m o t h e r .   S h e ' s  

d y i n g  o f  c a n c e r  a n d  w e ' r e  b a s i c a l l y  

g i v i n g  h e r  c h e m o  r i g h t  n o w .   H e r  n a m e  i s  

E a r t h .   H e r  n a m e  i s  E a r t h .   

Y o u  k n o w ,  y o u  g u y s  c o m e  u p  w i t h  a l l  

y o u r  e x p e r t s ,  p a n e l s  a n d  t h i n g s  f o r  y e a r s  

a n d  y e a r s  a n d  y e a r s ,  a n d  b a s i c a l l y  t h e y  

j u s t  f a i l .   E v e r y  t i m e  y o u  c o m e  u p  w i t h  

s o m e t h i n g  e l s e ,  y o u  k n o w  - -  I  w a s  j u s t  

t a l k i n g  t o  s o m e  o f  y o u  l a d i e s  o v e r  t h e r e ,  

t a l k i n g  a b o u t  h o w  t h e y  w a n t  t o  b u i l d  u p  

t h e  h e a r t l a n d  w i t h  a l l  t h e s e  9 , 0 0 0  u n i t s  

a n d  R o n k o n k o m a  H U B  w i t h  a l l  t h e s e  - -  h o w  

a r e  w e  g o i n g  t o  s u p p o r t  a l l  t h i s ?   H o w  

a r e  w e  g o i n g  t o  d o  a l l  t h i s  s t u f f  h e r e ?   
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Y o u  k n o w ,  y o u  g u y s  s a y ,  o h ,  w e ' r e  g o i n g  

t o  b a s i c a l l y  g i v e  y o u  m o n e y  t o  h e l p  y o u  

d o  t h e s e  s e p t i c  s y s t e m s  i n  o u r  g r o u n d .   

W h a t  a b o u t ,  y o u  k n o w ,  l i k e  t h e  l a d y  s a i d ,  

w e  h a v e  t o  c l e a r  o u t  o u r  d r i v e w a y ,  w e  

h a v e  t o  d o  a l l  k i n d  o f  s t u f f .   T h a t ' s  

g o i n g  t o  c o s t  t h o u s a n d s  a n d  t h o u s a n d s  o f  

d o l l a r s ,  a n d  y o u  a c t  l i k e  i t ' s  y o u r  

m o n e y .   I t ' s  c o m i n g  o u t  o f  m y  t a x p a y e r  

m o n e y .   T h i s  i s  a l l  o u r  m o n e y  t h a t  y o u  

g u y s  a r e  d o i n g ,  y o u  k n o w .   I  d o n ' t  k n o w  

w h a t ,  w h a t  d o  y o u  e x p e c t  f o r  u s  t o  

b e l i e v e  w i t h  y o u  g u y s .   

I  h a d  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  c o m e  a n d  t e s t  

m y  w a t e r  a n d  t h e y  s a i d  i t ' s  g o o d ,  a n d  

t h e n  I  g e t  a n  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  g r o u p  s a y i n g  

L o n g  I s l a n d  w a t e r  i s  t h e  w o r s t  i n  t h e  

c o u n t r y .   H o w  c o m e  w e ' r e  n o t  g o i n g  a f t e r  

b i g  c o r p o r a t i o n s  f o r  a l l  t h e  t o x i c  

c h e m i c a l s  a n d  e v e r y t h i n g  e l s e  t h a t  t h e y  

p u t  i n  o u r  p r o d u c t s ,  o u r  f e r t i l i z e r s  f o r  

o u r  l a w n ,  o u r  T i d e  d e t e r g e n t s ,  t h a t  

1 , 4 - D i o x a n e  a n d  i n  o u r  s h a m p o o s  t h a t  w e  

u s e  e v e r y  d a y .   T h a t  g o e s  r i g h t  b a c k  i n t o  
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o u r  t h i n g .   H o w  c o m e  w e ' r e  n o t  g o i n g  

a f t e r  t h e m ,  y o u  k n o w ?   Y o u  g u y s  a r e  

a l w a y s  l o o k i n g  s o m e  k i n d  o f  w a y  t o  

e x t r a c t  m o r e  m o n e y  o u t  o f  m y  w a l l e t .   I  

d o n ' t  h a v e  a n y  m o r e  m o n e y .   I  d o n ' t  h a v e  

a n y  m o r e  m o n e y .   I ' m  b r o k e  r i g h t  n o w .   

Y o u  k n o w .   W h y  a r e  w e  n o t  s u i n g  t h e s e  b i g  

c o r p o r a t i o n s  f o r  a l l  o f  t h i s  s t u f f  t h a t ' s  

g o i n g  o n ?   

I  h e a r d  C a n a d a  s t o p p e d  t h e i r  

f e r t i l i z e r s  o n  t h e i r  l a w n s .   I  w a s ,  l i k e ,  

g r e a t ,  I  h a v e  f a m i l y  t h a t  l i v e s  t h e r e .   

W o w ,  t h a t ' s  g r e a t .   B u t  g u e s s  w h a t ?   

T h e y ' r e  t h e  l a r g e s t  c o r p o r a t i o n ,  t h e y ' r e  

l a r g e s t  p r o d u c e r  o f  f e r t i l i z e r s  i n  t h e  

w o r l d ,  e v e n  t h o u g h  t h e y  s t o p p e d  u s i n g  i t .   

S o  t h e y  p r o d u c e  t h e  s t u f f  f o r  o u r  l a w n s .   

Y o u  k n o w ,  I ' m  - -  I  m e a n ,  o n e  t h i n g  I  

h a v e  t o  s a y  a b o u t  y o u  e x p e r t s ,  t h a t  y o u  

b e e n  d o i n g  t h i s  f o r  y e a r s  a n d  y e a r s .   Y o u  

g u y s  h a v e  f a i l e d .   S o r r y .   

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   T h a n k  y o u .   

J o y c e  N o v a k .  

M S .  N O V A K :   G o o d  a f t e r n o o n .   M y  n a m e  
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i s  J o y c e  N o v a k ,  N - O - V - A - K .   I  a m  t h e  

d i r e c t o r  o f  t h e  P e c o n i c  E s t u a r y  P r o g r a m ,  

I  a m  a  c o a s t a l  o c e a n o g r a p h e r ,  a n d  I  w o r k  

o n  a  d a i l y  b a s i s  w i t h  s u r f a c e  a n d  

g r o u n d w a t e r s  o n  t h e  E a s t  E n d  o f  L o n g  

I s l a n d .   I  w o u l d  l i k e  t o  - -  g o o d  

a f t e r n o o n  t o  t h e  p a n e l ,  a n d  t h a n k  y o u  t o  

S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  f o r  p r o v i d i n g  t h i s  f o r u m  

f o r  r e l e v a n t  a n d  i m p o r t a n t  p u b l i c  

f e e d b a c k  o n  t h e  r e c e n t l y  r e l e a s e d  

s u b w a t e r s h e d s  p l a n .   I  w o u l d  m o s t  n o t a b l y  

l i k e  t o  c o m m e n d  K e n  Z e g e l  a n d  J u l i a  

P r i o l o ,  u n d e r  t h e  g u i d a n c e  o f  W a l t e r  

D a w y d i a k  a t  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  

H e a l t h ,  f o r  t h e i r  d e d i c a t i o n  a n d  

e x c e l l e n t  w o r k  o v e r  t h e  p a s t  f e w  y e a r s ,  

w h i c h  l e d  t o  t h e  c o m p l e t i o n  o f  t h i s  p l a n .   

A f t e r  r e v i e w i n g  t h e  s u b w a t e r s h e d s  

p l a n ,  I  w o u l d  l i k e  t o  c o m m e n d  t h e  b o d y  o f  

w o r k  a n d  n o t e  i t s  r e l e v a n c e  a n d  

i m p o r t a n c e  t o  o u r  c u r r e n t  w a t e r  q u a l i t y  

i s s u e s .   A s  t h e  d i r e c t o r  o f  a  n a t i o n a l  

e s t u a r y  p r o g r a m  I  w o r k  w i t h  s t a t e ,  l o c a l  

g o v e r n m e n t s ,  m u n i c i p a l i t i e s  a n d  
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c o m m u n i t i e s  t o  c r e a t e  s o l u t i o n s  t o  w a t e r  

q u a l i t y  i s s u e s  t h a t  f a c e  t h e  E a s t  E n d  o f  

L o n g  I s l a n d .   

W a t e r  b o d i e s  i m p a i r e d  d u e  t o  

n i t r o g e n  p o l l u t i o n  i s  o n e  o f  o u r  m o s t  

p r e s s i n g  i s s u e s  i n  t h e  P e c o n i c  s y s t e m ,  

m o s t  n o t a b l y  t h e  W e s t e r n  P e c o n i c  F l a n d e r s  

B a y  a r e a  a n d  i n c l u d i n g  M e e t i n g h o u s e ,  

S a w m i l l  a n d  T e r r y ' s  C r e e k ,  b u t  a l s o  o t h e r  

e m b a y m e n t s  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  e s t u a r y .   T h e r e  

i s  o v e r w h e l m i n g  s c i e n t i f i c  e v i d e n c e  o f  

t h e  l i n k s  b e t w e e n  n i t r o g e n  p o l l u t i o n  a n d  

c o a s t a l  a c i d i f i c a t i o n ,  l o w  d i s s o l v e d  

o x y g e n  l e v e l s ,  h a r m f u l  a l g a l  b l o o m s ,  l o s s  

o f  s u b m e r g e d  a q u a t i c  v e g e t a t i o n  a n d  p o o r  

e c o l o g i c a l  h e a l t h .   A s  y o u ' r e  l i k e l y  

a w a r e ,  t h e r e ' s  a  d i r e c t  c o n n e c t i o n  

b e t w e e n  g r o u n d w a t e r  a n d  s u r f a c e  w a t e r  

q u a l i t y  i n  t h e  P e c o n i c  s y s t e m ,  a n d  

U S  G e o l o g i c a l  S u r v e y  e s t i m a t e s  6 0  p e r c e n t  

o f  w a t e r  r e c h a r g e d  i n t o  a l l  o f  L o n g  

I s l a n d ' s  a q u i f e r  s y s t e m  e v e n t u a l l y  

d i s c h a r g e s  t o  s u r f a c e  w a t e r  t h r o u g h  

o u t f l o w  s t r e a m s ,  n e a r  s h o r e  e s t u a r i n e  
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s e e p a g e ,  c o a s t l i n e  d i s c h a r g e  a n d  s u b s e a  

d i s c h a r g e ,  a n d  t h a t  b o t h  t h e  q u a l i t y  o f  

g r o u n d w a t e r  a n d  t h e  r a t e  a t  w h i c h  i t  w a s  

r e c h a r g i n g  h a d  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  i m p a c t  o n  

c o a s t a l  w a t e r s .   N i t r o g e n  p o l l u t i o n  i s  

a l s o  a n  i s s u e  w h i c h  w e  c a n  c o n t r o l  a n d  

m i t i g a t e .   W h a t  L o n g  I s l a n d  h a s  l o n g  

n e e d e d  t o  d o  i s  t o  c r e a t e  a  r o a d  m a p  t o  

b e g i n  t h e  j o u r n e y  o f  a d d r e s s i n g  t h i s  

i s s u e .   I ' m  p l e a s e d  t o  s e e  S u f f o l k  

C o u n t y ' s  S u b w a t e r s h e d s  P l a n  p r o v i d e s  u s  a  

r o a d  m a p .

T h e  p l a n  i s  b a s e d  o n  s o u n d  

s c i e n t i f i c  w o r k  n o t e d  w i t h  o v e r  4 5  

p e e r - r e v i e w e d  s o u r c e s  a n d  o v e r  8 5  

g o v e r n m e n t  o r  g o v e r n m e n t - c o m m i s s i o n e d  

s o u r c e s ,  i n c l u d i n g  t h o s e  f r o m  t h e  E P A ,  

t h e  U S  G e o l o g i c a l  S u r v e y ,  t h e  U S  F i s h  a n d  

W i l d l i f e  S u r v e y ,  a n d  N e w  Y o r k  S t a t e  D E C ,  

a s  w e l l  a s  w o r k  f r o m  f i v e  n a t i o n a l  

e s t u a r y  p r o g r a m s ,  a m o n g  o t h e r s .   

I  l o o k  f o r w a r d  t o  a s s i s t i n g  t h e  

i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  p l a n  a n d  t o  t h e  

b e g i n n i n g  o f  a  j o u r n e y  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  t h e  
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c o u n t i e s ,  t h e  s t a t e ,  t h e  f e d e r a l ,  a n d  

l o c a l  c o m m u n i t i e s  o f  r e s t o r i n g  a n d  

p r o t e c t i n g  a l l  o f  t h e  w a t e r s  o f  L o n g  

I s l a n d .

T h a n k  y o u .   

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   P e t e r  A k r a s .  

M R .  A K R A S :   P e t e r  A k r a s ,  A - K - R - A - S .

F o r  3 4  y e a r s  I  w o r k e d  f o r  t h e  

S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  h e a l t h  d e p a r t m e n t  i n  t h e i r  

w a s t e w a t e r  m a n a g e m e n t  s e c t i o n .   H o w e v e r ,  

I ' m  h e r e  o n l y  r e p r e s e n t i n g  m y s e l f .

L a s t  n i g h t  I  w e n t  t o  t h i s  v e r y  s a m e  

m e e t i n g  i n  R i v e r h e a d ,  a n d  I  w a s  a p p a l l e d  

a t  t h e  f a c t  t h a t  t h i s  p u b l i c  h e a r i n g  w a s  

s u p p o s e d  t o  b e  f o r  p u b l i c  t o  g i v e  t h e i r  

o p i n i o n s  a n d  c o m m e n t s  a n d  q u e s t i o n s  o n  

t h e  p l a n ,  a n d  y e t  I  f o u n d  o u t  t h a t  m o s t  

o f  t h e  t i m e  w a s  t a k e n  u p  b y  l e g i s l a t o r s ,  

p r o f e s s i o n a l  e n g i n e e r s  a n d  o t h e r  

c o n s u l t a n t s  t h a t  h a v e  a  v e s t e d  i n t e r e s t  

i n  t h i s  p l a n .   S o  I ' m  g l a d  t o  s e e  t h a t  

t o d a y  w e ' r e  h e a r i n g  f r o m  h o m e o w n e r s  t h a t  

a r e  a c t u a l l y  g o i n g  t o  b e  i m p a c t e d  b y  t h i s  

p l a n .   
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W h e r e  i s  t h i s  m o n e y  g o i n g  t o  b e  

c o m i n g  f r o m ?   Y o u  k n o w ,  t h e r e ' s  a n  o l d  

s t o r y  a b o u t  f o l l o w  t h e  m o n e y  a n d  y o u ' l l  

f i n d  o u t  w h e r e  t h e  s o u r c e  i s .   W e l l ,  y o u  

k n o w  t h a t  t h i s  m o n e y  i s  c o m i n g  f r o m  t h e  

o v e r t a x e d  p e o p l e  o f  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y .   T h e  

e s t i m a t e  f o r  t h e  t o t a l  c o s t  i f  a l l  t h e  

p h a s e s  a r e  i m p l e m e n t e d  i s  a n y w h e r e  f r o m  

6  t o  $ 8  b i l l i o n .   R e m e m b e r ,  t h e  c o s t  f o r  

e a c h  o n e  o f  t h e s e  u n d e r g r o u n d  s e w a g e  

t r e a t m e n t  p l a n t s  i n  y o u r  f r o n t  y a r d  i s  

$ 2 0 , 0 0 0 .   2 0 , 0 0 0  t i m e s  3 8 0 , 0 0 0  s y s t e m s ,  

d o  t h e  m a t h .   I t ' s  c l o s e  t o  $ 8  b i l l i o n ,  

n o t  e v e n  c o u n t i n g  t h e  c o s t  f o r  c o n n e c t i o n  

t o  s e w e r  d i s t r i c t s  a n d  e x p a n s i o n  o f  

s e w e r s .   

M o s t  r e s i d e n t s  a r e  u n a w a r e  t h a t  t h e  

3 6 0 , 0 0 0  s y s t e m s  a r e  g o i n g  t o  c o s t  t h e m  

o u t  o f  p o c k e t  e i t h e r  d i r e c t l y  o r  

i n d i r e c t l y  t h r o u g h  t h e i r  t a x e s .   I n  

a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  $ 2 0 , 0 0 0  c o s t  f o r  e a c h  o f  

t h o s e  s y s t e m s ,  a p p r o x i m a t e l y  4  t o  $ 5 0 0  a  

y e a r  i n  m a i n t e n a n c e  a n d  e l e c t r i c a l  c o s t s  

w i l l  b e  r e q u i r e d ,  w h i c h  i s  n o t  c o v e r e d  b y  
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t h e  g r a n t  p r o g r a m .   B u t  t h e  c o s t  o f  

m a i n t e n a n c e  a n d  o p e r a t i o n  w i l l  b e  i n  

p e r p e t u i t y ,  w i l l  n e v e r  e n d .   A n o t h e r  

t a x a t i o n  o n  t h e  p o o r  w o r k i n g  S u f f o l k  

C o u n t y  s e n i o r s  a n d  y o u n g  f a m i l i e s .   

T h e  p l a n  w i l l  a l s o  e x p a n d  s e w e r  

d i s t r i c t s  a n d  w e a k e n  t h e  s e t b a c k  

r e q u i r e m e n t s  a n d  a l s o  w e a k e n  t h e  

s t a n d a r d s  f o r  n i t r o g e n  r e m o v a l  i n  t h e s e  

p a c k a g e d  p l a n t s ,  a s  K e n  t o l d  y o u  t h i s  

a f t e r n o o n .   W h a t  t h i s  m e a n s  i s  t h a t  

p o p u l a t i o n  d e n s i t y  w i l l  i n c r e a s e ,  l o t s  

t h a t  h a v e  n o t  b e e n  b u i l d a b l e  w i l l  n o w  b e  

b u i l d a b l e ,  d e n s i t y  f o r  c o m m e r c i a l  

p r o p e r t i e s  w i l l  i n c r e a s e  b a s e d  o n  t h e s e  

r e d u c e d  s t a n d a r d s  f o r  t h e s e  p a c k a g e d  

t r e a t m e n t  p l a n t s ,  a n d  w i t h  i n c r e a s e d  

d e n s i t y  m e a n s  p o p u l a t i o n  i n c r e a s e .   

R e g a r d l e s s  o f  w h e t h e r  w e  h a v e  s e w e r s  o r  

w e  d o n ' t  h a v e  s e w e r s ,  e v e r y o n e  k n o w s  a n  

i n c r e a s e  i n  p o p u l a t i o n  b r i n g s  i n c r e a s e  i n  

p o l l u t i o n .   I t ' s  t h e  o l d  P - g a m e  t h a t  I  

l e a r n e d  a b o u t  i n  g r a d u a t e  s c h o o l ,  

p o p u l a t i o n  e q u a l s  p o l l u t i o n .   
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A f t e r  l a s t  n i g h t ' s  m e e t i n g  I  h a v e  

l i t t l e  h o p e  t h a t  t h e  p o w e r s  t h a t  b e  w i l l  

t a k e  t h e s e  o b j e c t i o n s  s e r i o u s l y .   O n l y  

o n e  e n g i n e e r  l a s t  n i g h t  s p o k e  i n  

o b j e c t i o n  t o  t h i s  p l a n  a n d  w r o t e  m a n y  

e x t e n s i v e  c o m m e n t s  o n  t h i s  p l a n ,  a n d  I  

t r u s t  t h a t  t h e  b o a r d  h e r e  w i l l  r e v i e w  

t h o s e  c o m m e n t s  d i l i g e n t l y .   

T h e  q u e s t i o n  i s  n o t  w h e t h e r  o u r  

w a t e r s  n e e d  h e l p ,  b u t  w h e t h e r  t h i s  p l a n  

w i l l  b e  c o s t - e f f e c t i v e  a s  i t  a t t e m p t s  t o  

p r o t e c t  d r i n k i n g  w a t e r  a n d  s u r f a c e  

w a t e r s .   N o t  o n l y  a r e  t h e r e  o t h e r  s o u r c e s  

o f  n i t r o g e n  b e s i d e s  w a s t e w a t e r ,  i n c l u d i n g  

f e r t i l i z e r ,  r u n o f f ,  a c i d  r a i n ,  b u t  t h e r e  

a r e  v e r y  c o m p l e x  r e a s o n s  f o r  t h e s e  a l g a l  

b l o o m s .   O n c e  t h e  p u b l i c  l e a r n s  o f  t h i s  

e x o r b i t a n t  c o s t  a n d  i t s  e f f e c t  o n  

p r o p e r t y  v a l u e s  a n d  t h e  d u b i o u s  s c i e n c e ,  

t h e y  s h o u l d  m a k e  t h e i r  v o i c e s  h e a r d  l o u d  

a n d  c l e a r  b e f o r e  t h i s  f a u l t y  p l a n  i s  m a d e  

i n t o  l a w .

T h a n k  y o u .   

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   R o y  R e y n o l d s .   
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M R .  R E Y N O L D S :   T h r e e  m i n u t e s ?   I  

n e e d  t w o  h o u r s .   I  s p o k e  l a s t  n i g h t ,  s a i d  

t h e  s a m e  t h i n g .   

M y  n a m e  i s  R o y  R e y n o l d s ,  

R - E - Y - N - O - L - D - S .   I  a m  p a r t  o f  a  g r o u p  o f  

s c i e n t i s t s  a n d  e n g i n e e r s  t h a t  r e v i e w e d  

t h e  p l a n ,  t h a t  i n c l u d e s  P e t e  A k r a s ,  w h o  

j u s t  s p o k e .   W e  s u b m i t t e d  a  r e p o r t  a n d  

c o m m e n t s  l a s t  n i g h t .

A s  d i s c u s s e d ,  t h e  p l a n  h a s  s e r i e s  

f l a w s  t h a t  n e e d  t o  b e  c o r r e c t e d  b e f o r e  

m o v i n g  a h e a d .   S o m e  o f  t h e  s p e a k e r s  l a s t  

n i g h t  d e s c r i b e d  u s  a s  n a y s a y e r s  a n d  

i n s i s t e d  t h a t  t h e  p l a n  b e  a p p r o v e d  a s  i s .   

T h e y  s a i d  t h i s  w i t h o u t  e v e n  r e a d i n g  o u r  

r e p o r t  o r  c o m m e n t s .   R e g a r d l e s s ,  t h e  p l a n  

n e e d s  t o  b e  c o r r e c t e d  b e f o r e  m o v i n g  t o  

t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e .

I t  w a s  s t a t e d  l a s t  n i g h t  t h a t  t h e  

e x i s t i n g  3 8 0 , 0 0 0  s e w e r  d i s p o s a l  s y s t e m s  

p r o v i d e  n o  t r e a t m e n t  t o  w a s t e w a t e r .   A s  

d e s c r i b e d  i n  o u r  r e p o r t ,  t h i s  i s  f a r  f r o m  

t h e  t r u t h .   T h e  c o n v e n t i o n a l  s y s t e m s  t h a t  

m a n y  o f  u s  u s e  p r o v i d e  p r i m a r y ,  s e c o n d a r y  
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a n d  t e r t i a r y  t r e a t m e n t  t h r o u g h  n a t u r a l  

p r o c e s s e s ,  a n d  t h e  c o u n t y  k n o w s  t h i s .   

T h i s  i s  w h y  t h e  p r e v i o u s  c o m p r e h e n s i v e  

w a t e r  s u p p l y  r e c o g n i z e d  t h a t  c o n v e n t i o n a l  

s y s t e m s  i n s t a l l e d  u n d e r  A r t i c l e  6  o f  t h e  

s a n i t a r y  c o d e  p r o v i d e  s u f f i c i e n t  

p r o t e c t i o n  o f  w a t e r  s u p p l y ,  a n d  w a t e r  

q u a l i t y  d a t a  c o n f i r m s  t h a t .   

T h e s e  s y s t e m s  n e e d  t o  b e  u p g r a d e d  

a n d  r e p a i r e d .   M a n y  l a c k  t h e  b a s i c  s e p t i c  

t a n k ,  h a v e  d a n g e r o u s  b l o c k e d  l e a c h i n g  

p o o l s ,  a n d  a r e  h y d r a u l i c a l l y  f a i l i n g .   

T h e  p l a n  o f f e r s  n o  i m m e d i a t e  h e l p ,  n o  

p r a c t i c a l  o r  c o s t - e f f e c t i v e  h e l p  f o r  u s .   

B r i n g i n g  t h e  c o n v e n t i o n a l  s y s t e m s  u p  t o  a  

s t a n d a r d  p r o f e s s i o n a l  s t a n d a r d s  i s  m o r e  

p r a c t i c a l  a n d  c o s t - e f f e c t i v e  t h a n  s e w e r s  

o r  a d v a n c e d  w a s t e w a t e r  t r e a t m e n t  s y s t e m s  

t h a t  w i l l  o c c u r  s o m e t i m e  i n  t h e  f u t u r e .   

T h i s  i s  f u r t h e r  d i s c u s s e d  i n  o u r  r e p o r t .

L a s t  n i g h t  s o m e  o f  t h e  s p e a k e r s  

t o u t e d  t h e  g r e a t  r e s u l t s  f r o m  n i t r o g e n  

r e m o v a l  i n  t h e  p a s t .   I  r e f e r  t h e s e  

p e o p l e  t o  t h e  S o u t h w e s t  S e w e r  D i s t r i c t  
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a n d  i t s  f a i l u r e  t o  c o r r e c t  t h e  p r o b l e m s  

i n  t h e  G r e a t  S o u t h  B a y  a n d  h o w  s e w e r i n g  

c r e a t e d  i t s  o w n  p r o b l e m s .   A l l  t h e  

s u b w a t e r s h e d  a r e a s  i n  N a s s a u  a n d  W e s t e r n  

S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  h a v e  b e e n  s e w e r e d  f o r  

o v e r  3 5  y e a r s .   T h i s  m e a n s  t h a t  t h e r e ' s  

n o  n i t r o g e n  l o a d  f r o m  s e p t i c  s y s t e m s  

g o i n g  i n t o  t h e  b a y .   I f  t h e  p l a n  i s  

c o r r e c t ,  t h e n  w e  s h o u l d  h a v e  s e e n  a  

d r a s t i c  i m p r o v e m e n t  i n  t h e  e c o l o g y  o f  t h e  

b a y  b y  n o w ,  3 5  y e a r s  l a t e r .   T h e s e  

s e w e r e d  a r e a s  h a v e  l i t t l e  o r  n o  s h e l l f i s h  

e x p e r i e n c e  - -  s o r r y ,  h a v e  l i t t l e  o r  n o  

s h e l l f i s h .   T h e y  l a c k  - -  a n d  t h e y  a l s o ,  

t h e y  h a v e  f i s h  k i l l s  a n d  t h e y  h a v e  

e x p e r i e n c e d  h a r m f u l  a l g a e  b l o o m s .   S o  

t h e y  h a v e  a l l  t h e  p r o b l e m s .   W h y ?   C o u n t y  

h a s  t o l d  u s  t h e r e  i s  s t i l l  n i t r o g e n  f r o m  

t h e  o l d  s y s t e m s  f e e d i n g  i n t o  t h e  b a y ,  

k n o w n  a s  l e g a c y  n i t r o g e n .   T h e  p r o b l e m  

w i t h  t h i s  t h e o r y ,  a c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e i r  o w n  

c o m p u t e r  m o d e l s  i s  t h a t  t h e  l e g a c y  

n i t r o g e n  h a s  f l u s h e d  o u t  l o n g  a g o .   

T h e y  t h e n  t o o k  a  p o s i t i o n  t h a t  
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s e p t i c  s y s t e m s  l o c a t e d  i n  d e e p  r e c h a r g e  

a r e a s  t o  t h e  n o r t h  a r e  t h e  p r o b l e m .   

H o w e v e r ,  t h e  d e e p  r e c h a r g e  a r e a  i s  n o t  

d i s c h a r g i n g  t o  t h e  b a y .   T h e  t h e o r y  t h a t  

n i t r o g e n  f r o m  c o n v e n t i o n a l  s e p t i c  s y s t e m s  

i s  c a u s i n g  t h e  p r o b l e m s  i s  j u s t  t h a t ,  a  

t h e o r y .   D i s p r o v e n  t h e o r y .   

T h e  l a s t  t i m e  w e  s u b m i t t e d  o n e  o f  

o u r  r e p o r t s  t o  t h e  c o u n t y  b a c k  i n  2 0 1 7 ,  

w e  r e c e i v e d  w h a t  t h e y  l a b e l e d  a  

c o o r d i n a t e d  r e s p o n s e  w h i c h  d e f e n d e d  t h e i r  

p o s i t i o n  a n d  r e c o g n i z e d  n o n e  o f  o u r s .   W e  

e x p e c t  n o t h i n g  l e s s  t h i s  t i m e ,  s a y i n g  

e i t h e r  w r o t e  t h e  p l a n  o r  r e v i e w i n g  o u r  

c o m m e n t s .   T h e r e ' s  a  l a c k  o f  c h e c k s  a n d  

b a l a n c e s ,  a n d  w e ,  t h e  r e s i d e n t s  a n d  

t a x p a y e r s ,  a r e  g o i n g  t o  p a y  t h e  p r i c e .   

I f  a n y o n e  w a n t s  t o  h e a r  m o r e  a b o u t  

t h i s  w e  h a v e  a  h a n d o u t  t h a t  g i v e s  y o u  a  

l i n k  t o  o u r  r e p o r t s  t h a t  w e ' v e  d o n e ,  a n d  

t h e y ' r e  o u t  o n  t h e  f r o n t  t a b l e ,  a n d  w e  

a l s o  h a v e  s o m e  h e r e  i n  t h e  a u d i e n c e  i f  

y o u  w a n t  t h e m .

T h a n k  y o u .
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C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   T h a n k  y o u .   

R o g e r  T o l l e f s e n ?  

M R .  T O L L E F S E N :   G o o d  a f t e r n o o n .   M y  

n a m e  i s  R o g e r  T o l l e f s e n ,  

T - O - L - L - E - F - S - E - N .   

I  w a n t e d  t o  t a l k  t o  y o u  a  l i t t l e  

a b o u t  o u r  b a y s .   T h e  S W P  p l a n  w e ' r e  

t a l k i n g  a b o u t  h e r e  i s  l i t t l e  m o r e  t h a n  a  

m o d e l  t h a t  i s  u s e d  t o  p r i o r i t y  r a n k  w h i c h  

s u b w a t e r s h e d s  s h o u l d  b e  t a r g e t e d  f o r  

n i t r o g e n  r e d u c t i o n .   W h i l e  i t  m a k e s  

g e n e r a l  s t a t e m e n t s  t h a t  n i t r o g e n  

r e d u c t i o n  w i l l  p r o m o t e  a  h e a l t h y  

e c o s y s t e m  o r  t h a t  n i t r o g e n  r e d u c t i o n  w i l l  

n o t  r e s u l t  i n  a  n e g a t i v e  i m p a c t  t o  t h e  

n a t u r a l  e n v i r o n m e n t ,  i t  p r o v i d e s  n o  

s u p p o r t  f o r  t h e s e  a m b i g u o u s  s t a t e m e n t s .   

I n  i t s  m o d e l  t h e  S W P  o n l y  f a c t o r s  i n  

n i t r o g e n  l o a d i n g ,  f l u s h i n g  a n d  t h e  

p r e s e n c e  o f  h a r m f u l  a l g a e .   I t  e x p l i c i t l y  

s t a t e s  t h a t  i t  d i d  n o t  c o n s i d e r  t h e  

i m p a c t s  o n  t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t  t o  s h e l l f i s h ,  

f i s h  k i l l s ,  p a t h o g e n s ,  o r  s u b m e r g e d  

a q u a t i c  v e g e t a t i o n .   I  w o u l d  s u g g e s t  t h a t  
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m o s t  o f  y o u  h e r e  t o d a y  h a v e  c o m e  h e r e  

t o d a y  b e c a u s e  o f  y o u r  c o n c e r n  f o r  e x a c t l y  

t h e  t h i n g s  t h a t  t h i s  S W P  p l a n  h a s  

s p e c i f i c a l l y  i g n o r e d .   

D e c a d e s  a g o  m a n a g e r s  a c k n o w l e d g e d  

t h e  c o m p l e x i t y  o f  o u r  b a y s  a n d  a d o p t e d  

t h e  p r i n c i p l e s  o f  e c o s y s t e m - b a s e d  

m a n a g e m e n t .   T h e y  r e a l i z e d  t h a t  a  s i n g l e  

p a r t  o f  t h e  s y s t e m  m u s t  b e  r e l a t e d  t o  t h e  

w h o l e .   T h e  b a s e  o f  o u r  b a y s '  c o m p l e x  

f o o d  w e b  i s  c o m p r i s e d  o f  o v e r  1 3 0  s p e c i e s  

o f  s e a s o n a l  a l g a e  t h a t  u s e  n i t r o g e n .   

E a c h  s p e c i e s  h a s  i t s  p l a c e .   T h e  S W P  o n l y  

c o n s i d e r s  t h e  f o u r  t h a t  a r e  h a r m f u l .   

B e c a u s e  o f  t h i s ,  t h e  S W P  s t r a t e g y  i s  

b a s e d  u p o n  t h e  f l a w e d  a n d  o u t r a g e o u s  

a s s u m p t i o n  t h a t  i t ' s  p o s s i b l e  t o  s t a r v e  

h a r m f u l  a l g a e  w i t h o u t  i m p a c t i n g  t h e  r e s t  

o f  o u r  b a y s .   T h i s  i s  p r o b l e m a t i c  f o r  

s e v e r a l  r e a s o n s .   H A B s  o c c u r  w h e n  

i n o r g a n i c  n i t r o g e n  l e v e l s  a r e  l o w ,  n o t  

h i g h ,  a n d  h a r m f u l  a l g a l  b l o o m s  a r e  

w e l l - a d a p t e d  t o  l o w  n u t r i e n t  c o n d i t i o n s .   

Y o u  m a y  n o t  b e  a w a r e  t h a t  o u r  e a s t e r n  
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b a y s  a l r e a d y  h a v e  t h e  l o w e s t  l e v e l s  o f  

n i t r o g e n  l o a d i n g  o f  a n y  m a j o r  e s t u a r y  i n  

t h e  U n i t e d  S t a t e s .   A n d  y o u  s h o u l d  a l s o  

b e  a w a r e  t h a t  o n l y  e s t u a r i e s  w i t h  l o w  

n i t r o g e n  l o a d i n g s  h a v e  e x p e r i e n c e d  

h a r m f u l  a l g a l  b l o o m s .   

Y e s t e r d a y  I  g a v e  s e v e r a l  e x a m p l e s  o f  

c o m m u n i t i e s  t h a t  h a v e  d r a m a t i c a l l y  

r e d u c e d  n i t r o g e n  t o  t h e i r  b a y s ,  y e t  

c o n t i n u e  t o  h a v e  h a r m f u l  a l g a l  b l o o m s  a n d  

l o s t  t h e i r  s h e l l f i s h  p o p u l a t i o n s .   I  

r e f e r r e d  t o  t h e  G r e a t  S o u t h  B a y ,  t h e  

P e c o n i c  B a y ,  a n d  S a r a s o t a  B a y  i n  F l o r i d a .   

A  l a t e r  s p e a k e r  c o u n t e r e d  t h a t  T a m p a  B a y  

i n  F l o r i d a  h a d  r e d u c e d  i t s  n i t r o g e n  

l o a d i n g  a n d  i t s  H A B s .   T h e  S W P  p l a n  e v e n  

c i t e s  T a m p a  B a y  a s  a  r e s t o r a t i o n  e x a m p l e .   

H o w e v e r ,  i n  J u l y  o f  t h i s  y e a r ,  T a m p a  B a y  

c l o s e d  d o w n  i t s  b e a c h e s  b e c a u s e  o f  m a j o r  

h a r m f u l  a l g a l  b l o o m  a n d  e x p e r i e n c e d  

m a s s i v e  f i s h  k i l l s .   J u l y  1 9 t h .   

S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  h a s  l o s t  9 5  p e r c e n t  

o f  t h e  s h e l l f i s h  t h a t  o n c e  f i l t e r e d  o u r  

b a y s '  a l g a e  a n d  w e  a r e  n o w  t h e  
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i n t e r n a t i o n a l  e p i c e n t e r  o f  h a r m f u l  a l g a e  

b l o o m s .   E v e r y  e s t u a r y  m a n a g e m e n t  p r o g r a m  

a c k n o w l e d g e s  t h a t  n i t r o g e n  i s  a n  

e s s e n t i a l  n u t r i e n t  f o r  h e a l t h y  

e c o s y s t e m s ,  b u t  b e c a u s e  w e  h a v e  n o t  

d e c i d e d  w h a t  w e  w a n t  o u r  b a y s  t o  b e ,  i t ' s  

i m p o s s i b l e  t o  c a l c u l a t e  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  

n i t r o g e n  l o a d i n g s .   

I t  i s  t i m e  t o  s t e p  b a c k  f r o m  t h e  

o v e r w h e l m i n g  d e t a i l s  a n d  a s s u m p t i o n s  t h a t  

m a k e  u p  t h e  S W P  a n d  l o o k  a t  o u r  b a y s .   

H a r m f u l  a l g a e  s h o u l d  b e  a  b i t  p l a y e r  i n  

t h e  a l g a e  c o m m u n i t y ,  b u r  o u r  c u r r e n t  

m a n a g e m e n t  p o l i c i e s  h a v e  c l e a r l y  p r o m o t e d  

t h e  h a r m f u l  a l g a e  b l o o m s  - -  a l g a e  - -  t o  a  

p o s i t i o n  o f  d o m i n a n c e .   W e  s h o u l d  b e  

l o o k i n g  t o  n u r t u r e  o u r  b a y s ,  n o t  s t a r v e  

t h e m .

T h a n k  y o u .

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   T h a n k  y o u .   

J o h n  S i n g e r .   

M R .  R E Y N O L D S :   J u s t  a  p o i n t  o f  

i n f o r m a t i o n .   I  p u t  t h e s e  p a p e r s  o u t  

f r o n t ,  t h e  r e p o r t s ,  a n d  I  w a s  t o l d  t h a t  
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C E Q  h a d  t h e m  r e m o v e d .   

N o w  w h o  d i d  t h a t ?   W h o  o r d e r e d  t h a t  

t o  b e  d o n e ?   S t a n d  u p .   W h o  w a s  i t ?   I s  

t h i s  A m e r i c a  o r  w h a t ' s  g o i n g  o n  h e r e ?   

M R .  C O R R A L :   T h a t  w a s ,  I ' m  s t a f f  t o  

t h e  C E Q ,  a n d  t h e  d e c i s i o n  w a s  t h a t  t h e  

c o m m e n t s  c a n  b e  s u b m i t t e d  t o  u s  a n d  w i l l  

b e  s u b m i t t e d  a n d  r e s p o n d e d  t o  i n  t h e  

n o r m a l  S E Q R A  p r o c e s s ,  b u t  t h a t  f r o n t  

t a b l e  w a s n ' t  f o r  i n f o r m a t i o n  o t h e r  t h a n  

w h a t  t h e  h e a l t h  d e p a r t m e n t  i s  p r o v i d i n g .

M R .  R E Y N O L D S :   O h ,  n o ,  n o ,  n o .   

T h e r e ' s  o t h e r  a g e n c y ,  o t h e r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  

h a v e  t h e i r  i n f o r m a t i o n  o u t  t h e r e ,  a n d  I  

w a s  t o l d  I  c a n  p u t  i t  o u t  t h e r e .   

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   O k a y .   

M R .  C O R R A L :   W e l l ,  I  - -  

M R .  R E Y N O L D S :   I  a c c e p t  y o u r  

a p o l o g y .   

M R .  C O R R A L :   N o ,  I  d i d n ' t  r e a l i z e  

o t h e r  o r g a n i z a t i o n s  - -  

M R .  R E Y N O L D S :   Y e a h ,  r i g h t .   

A U D I E N C E  M E M B E R :   W o u l d  y o u  l i k e  

s o m e  h e l p  g i v i n g  t h e m  o u t  t o  t h e  p e o p l e ?   
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G i v e  m e  t h a t .   T h a n k  y o u .  

A n y b o d y  h e r e  w a n t  o n e  o f  t h e s e ?  

A n y o n e  e l s e ?   

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   P l e a s e  s i t  

d o w n ,  w e ' l l  r e s u m e  - -  

A U D I E N C E  M E M B E R :   T r y i n g  t o  h a v e  a  

h e a r i n g  h e r e .     

A U D I E N C E  M E M B E R :   H e r e  y o u  g o .   

A n y o n e  e l s e ?   

M S .  S I N G E R :   G o o d  a f t e r n o o n .   M y  

n a m e  i s  J a n  S i n g e r ,  S - I - N - G - E - R ,  a n d  I  a m  

n o t  a n  e n g i n e e r ,  I  a m  n o t  a  g e o l o g i s t .   I  

l i v e  i n  a  c o n d o m i n i u m  t h a t  h a s  a  p u m p  

s t a t i o n  t h a t  t r a n s f e r s  o u r  w a s t e w a t e r .   

T h e  p u m p  s t a t i o n  i s  g r a v i t y  f e d  a n d  i t  

p o w e r s  i t  t o  t h e  K i n g s  P a r k  S e w a g e  

T r e a t m e n t  P l a n t .   S o  o n  a  p e r s o n a l  l e v e l  

t h e s e  a r e  n o t  m y  i s s u e s .   H o w e v e r ,  o n  a  

m a s s i v e  g l o b a l  s c a l e  t h e y  a r e  m y  i s s u e s .   

I  w a s  m o t i v a t e d  t o  s p e a k  b e c a u s e  

g o i n g  a r o u n d  o n  t h e  I n t e r n e t  p r i o r  t o  

t h i s  m e e t i n g  w e r e  a  l o t  o f  a l l e g a t i o n s  

t h a t  t h i s  w a s  j u s t  a  m o n e y  g r a b ,  a n d  I  d o  

n o t  a g r e e  w i t h  t h a t  a n d  I  w a n t e d  t o  p u t  
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i t  o n  t h e  r e c o r d  h o w  I  d o  f e e l .   

T h e r e  s h o u l d  b e  n o  d e b a t e  t h a t  w e  

w o u l d  a l l  b e  i n  a  b e t t e r  p o s i t i o n  h a d  t h e  

p r o b l e m  o f  n i t r o g e n  o v e r l o a d  b e e n  t a c k l e d  

w h e n  i t  w a s  f i r s t  u n d e r s t o o d  m o r e  t h a n  

5 0  y e a r s  a g o .   B u t  i t  w a s n ' t .   S o  n o w  I  

a m  a s k i n g  e v e r y o n e  h e r e  t o  e n v i s i o n  

2 5  y e a r s  i n t o  t h e  f u t u r e  i f  w e  d o  n o t  

u n d e r t a k e  s i g n i f i c a n t  s t e p s  t o  r e d u c e  

t h a t  o v e r l o a d  i n  L o n g  I s l a n d  s u r f a c e  

w a t e r ,  o u r  c o a s t a l  w a t e r ,  a n d  o u r  

a q u i f e r .   

I g n o r i n g  c o s t ,  t h e  f i r s t  a n s w e r  

o f t e n  p r o p o s e d  i s  t h a t  w e  i n s t a l l  m o r e  

s e w e r s  a n d  m o r e  s e w a g e  t r e a t m e n t  

f a c i l i t i e s .   T h i s  r o u t e  w o u l d  s e n d  o u r  

t r e a t e d  w a s t e w a t e r  o u t  i n t o  t h e  o c e a n ,  o r  

a l t e r n a t i v e l y  d o w n  i n t o  o u r  a q u i f e r .   B u t  

h a s  t h e  n i t r o g e n  b e e n  r e m o v e d  b y  s o m e  o f  

t h o s e  o l d  s e w a g e  t r e a t m e n t  p l a n t s ?   T h e  

n e t  r e s u l t  i s  g r e a t  e x p e n s e  i n  

c o n s t r u c t i o n  a n d  s o - s o  c l e a n s i n g  o f  t h e  

w a s t e w a t e r ,  b e c a u s e  m u c h  o f  t h e  n i t r o g e n  

a n d  u n d e r  c o n t a m i n a n t s  s t i l l  r e m a i n ,  a n d  



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

 

54

Brentwood Public Hearing - 9/6/2019

a  d e p l e t i o n  o f  o u r  a q u i f e r  f o r  a n y  w a t e r  

t h a t  i s  n o t  s e n t  b a c k  i n t o  t h e  g r o u n d .   

I f  i t ' s  s e n t  o u t  i n t o  t h e  S o u n d  o r  t h e  

o c e a n ,  i t  i s  n o t  r e p l e n i s h i n g  o u r  

a q u i f e r .    

W e  d o  n e e d  s e w a g e  t r e a t m e n t  p l a n t s  

a n d  w e  d o  n e e d  t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  o n s i t e  

w a s t e w a t e r  t r e a t m e n t  s y s t e m s ,  w h i c h  

b r i n g s  u s  t o  t h e  e x p e n s e .   I s  t h i s  

e x p e n s i v e ?   T h e  a n s w e r  i s  a b s o l u t e l y  y e s .   

B u t  n o t  t r e a t i n g  i t  i s  e v e n  m o r e  

e x p e n s i v e .   W e  r u n  c e r t a i n  f o r e s e e a b l e  

r i s k s ,  o u r  a q u i f e r  w h i c h  w e  t r e a t  a s  a n  

u n l i m i t e d  s u p p l y  o f  w a t e r  c o u l d ,  i n  f a c t ,  

b e c o m e  d e p l e t e d .   A l t e r n a t i v e  s o u r c e s  o f  

w a t e r  a r e  e v e n  m o r e  e x p e n s i v e ,  w h e t h e r  w e  

t r y  t o  o b t a i n  i t  f r o m  N e w  Y o r k  C i t y ,  o r  

m o n u m e n t a l l y  m o r e  e x p e n s i v e ,  t h r o u g h  

d e s a l i n a t i o n .

F i n a l l y ,  i f  t h e r e  i s  o u t r a g e  a b o u t  

t h e  h i g h  c o s t  o f  t h i s  p r o g r a m ,  e s p e c i a l l y  

w i t h  t h e  h i g h  c o s t  o f  l i v i n g  o n  L o n g  

I s l a n d  t h a t  a l r e a d y  e x i s t s ,  I  a s k  y o u  t o  

i m a g i n e  t h e  c r a s h  i n  t h e  r e a l  e s t a t e  
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m a r k e t  i f  w e  r u n  o u t  o f  p o t a b l e  w a t e r .   

T h e  a l g a e  t h a t  c o v e r s  o u r  p o n d s  o r  o u r  

s t r e a m s  o r  t h e  N i s s e q u o g u e  R i v e r ,  a l l  

t h a t  w i l l  h a v e  a n  i m p a c t  o n  o u r  r e a l  

m a r k e t ,  a n d  i f  i t  c r a s h e s  t h e  e x p e n s e  i s  

b e y o n d  m e a s u r e .   I f  y o u r  q u e s t i o n  i s  h o w  

c a n  w e  a f f o r d  t o  m o v e  f o r w a r d  w i t h  a  p l a n  

t o  p r o t e c t  o u r  w a t e r ,  m y  o n l y  q u e s t i o n  t o  

y o u  i s  h o w  c a n  w e  a f f o r d  n o t  t o .  

T h a n k  y o u .

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   M a r c  H e r b s t .  

M R .  H E R B S T :   G o o d  a f t e r n o o n ,  

g e n t l e m e n .   M y  n a m e  i s  M a r c  H e r b s t ,  

H - E - R - B - S - T ,  a n d  I ' m  t h e  E x e c u t i v e  

D i r e c t o r  o f  t h e  L o n g  I s l a n d  C o n t r a c t o r s '  

A s s o c i a t i o n .   

T o d a y ,  I  a m  h e r e  t o  e n t h u s i a s t i c a l l y  

s u p p o r t  t h e  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  p r e s e n t e d  i n  

t h e  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  S u b w a t e r s h e d s  

W a s t e w a t e r  M a n a g e m e n t  P l a n  a n d  t h e  

c h a n g e s  t o  t h e  c o u n t y  s a n i t a r y  c o d e  

r e q u i r e d  b y  t h e  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  t h i s  

p l a n .   

A s  y o u  k n o w ,  t h e  g o a l  o f  t h e  p l a n  i s  
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t o  r e d u c e  n i t r o g e n  l o a d i n g  f r o m  

w a s t e w a t e r  s o u r c e s .   A p p r o x i m a t e l y  

7 4  p e r c e n t  o f  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y ' s  h o m e s  a r e  

u n s e w e r e d  a n d  d i s c h a r g e  s a n i t a r y  

w a s t e w a t e r  c o n t a i n i n g  e l e v a t e d  n i t r o g e n  

l e v e l s  t o  t h e  u n d e r l y i n g  g r o u n d w a t e r ,  

w h i c h  p r o v i d e s  t h e  s o l e  s o u r c e  o f  p o t a b l e  

w a t e r  f o r  t h e  c o u n t y  r e s i d e n t s .   S e r i o u s  

c o n c e r n s  f o r  o u r  d r i n k i n g  w a t e r  s u p p l y  

c l e a r l y  d e m a n d  t h a t  w e  m u s t  t a k e  a c t i o n  

t o  p r o t e c t  o u r  e n v i r o n m e n t  t h r o u g h  t h e  

i n s t a l l a t i o n  o f  a d d i t i o n a l  w a s t e w a t e r  

t r e a t m e n t  f a c i l i t i e s .   T h e s e  n e e d e d  

f a c i l i t i e s ,  p r i m a r i l y  s e w e r s ,  w i l l  n o t  

o n l y  e n h a n c e  o u r  d r i n k i n g  w a t e r ,  b u t  h e l p  

r e d u c e  h a r m f u l  a l g a e  b l o o m s ,  p r o v i d i n g  

c l e a n e r  w a t e r s  a n d  f e w e r  b e a c h  c l o s u r e s ,  

a s  w e l l  a s  e n h a n c i n g  t h e  s h e l l f i s h  a n d  

t h e  f i n f i s h  s t o c k s .   

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  p r o v i d i n g  

e n v i r o n m e n t a l  b e n e f i t s ,  s e w e r s  h a v e  

e x p a n d e d  s o c i o e c o n o m i c  b e n e f i t s ,  s u c h  a s  

f a c i l i t a t i n g  e c o n o m i c  g r o w t h  o f  o u r  l o c a l  

b u s i n e s s e s .   T h e  i n s t a l l a t i o n  o f  n e w  
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s e w e r s  a l s o  p r o v i d e s  a  t r e m e n d o u s  

e c o n o m i c  b e n e f i t .   W h i l e  o t h e r s  a r e  

s u b m i t t i n g  t e s t i m o n y  t o d a y  e s p o u s i n g  t h e  

e n v i r o n m e n t a l  b e n e f i t s  o f  t h i s  m a n a g e m e n t  

p l a n ,  a l l o w  m e  t o  h i g h l i g h t  s o m e  o f  t h e  

b e n e f i t s  f o r  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  i n d u s t r y .

L I C A  r e p r e s e n t s  t h e  i n t e r e s t s  o f  

o v e r  1 6 0  o f  L o n g  I s l a n d ' s  p r e m i e r  h e a v y  

c o n s t r u c t i o n  g e n e r a l  c o n t r a c t o r s ,  

s u b c o n t r a c t o r s ,  s u p p l i e r s  a n d  i n d u s t r y  

s u p p o r t e r s ,  s u c h  a s ,  a n d  w e  w o r k  

p r i m a r i l y  i n  s i t e  d e v e l o p m e n t ,  w e  b u i l d  

h i g h w a y s ,  b r i d g e s ,  r a i l s ,  s e w e r s ,  a n d  a l l  

o f  t h e  p u b l i c  w o r k s  i n  t h i s  r e g i o n .   O u r  

m e m b e r  c o m p a n i e s  p l a y  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  r o l e  

i n  s u p p o r t i n g  t h e  e c o n o m i c  i m p a c t  o f  t h i s  

i n d u s t r y ,  c o n t r i b u t i n g  o v e r  $ 4  b i l l i o n  

a n n u a l l y  t o  t h e  g r o s s  r e g i o n a l  p r o d u c t .   

T h e  w o r k  p e r f o r m e d  b y  t h e  h e a v y  

c o n s t r u c t i o n  i n d u s t r y  w e  r e p r e s e n t  w i l l  

b e  r e s p o n s i b l e  f o r  t h e  u l t i m a t e  

i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  o f  t h e  w a s t e w a t e r  

m a n a g e m e n t  p l a n  n o w  b e i n g  r e v i e w e d .   O u r  

m e m b e r  f i r m s  w i l l  p e r f o r m  t h e  a c t u a l  



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

 

58

Brentwood Public Hearing - 9/6/2019

i n s t a l l a t i o n s  o f  t h e  r e q u i r e d  

i n f r a s t r u c t u r e .   M a n y  o f  t h e  c o n s t r u c t i o n  

w o r k e r s  n e e d e d  f o r  t h e  r e c o m m e n d e d  s e w e r  

p r o j e c t s  w i l l  l i k e l y  b e  e m p l o y e d  b y  o u r  

L I C A  f i r m s ,  m a n y  o f  w h i c h  a r e  l o c a l l y  

o w n e d  f a m i l y  b u s i n e s s e s  t h a t  h i r e  

c o m m u n i t y  m e m b e r s  t h r o u g h  o u r  l o c a l  u n i o n  

t r a d e  p a r t n e r s .   T h e s e  h i g h l y  s k i l l e d  

p r o f e s s i o n a l s  i n  t h e  h e a v y  c o n s t r u c t i o n  

a n d  c i v i l  e n g i n e e r i n g  c o n s t r u c t i o n  

i n d u s t r y  c o n t r i b u t e  a  s i g n i f i c a n t  a m o u n t  

t o  t h e  l o c a l  e c o n o m y .   A c c o r d i n g  t o  t h e  

N e w  Y o r k ' s  D e p a r t m e n t  o f  L a b o r  

s t a t i s t i c s ,  t h e  a v e r a g e  2 0 1 8  w a g e  f o r  t h e  

i n d u s t r y  e m p l o y m e n t  w a s  $ 1 1 2 , 3 1 7 .

E a r l i e r  t h i s  y e a r ,  v o t e r  r e f e r e n d u m s  

w e r e  a p p r o v e d  f o r  c o m m u n i t i e s  b o r d e r i n g  

t h e  C a r l l s ,  F o r g e  a n d  P a t c h o g u e  R i v e r s  

f o r  n e w  s e w e r s .   T h e s e  n e w  s e w e r  

i n s t a l l a t i o n  p r o j e c t s  a r e  n o w  i n  d e s i g n .   

O u r  i n d u s t r y  a n x i o u s l y  l o o k s  f o r w a r d  t o  

i m p l e m e n t i n g  t h e s e  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  

i m p r o v e m e n t s .   

T h e  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  S u b w a t e r s h e d s  
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W a s t e w a t e r  M a n a g e m e n t  P l a n  n o w  b e i n g  

c o n s i d e r e d  b e f o r e  y o u  w i l l  b u i l d  u p o n  

t h e s e  p r o j e c t s .   T h e  r e p o r t  i n c l u d e s  a  

s e w e r  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  s c e n a r i o ,  f u n d i n g  

p l a n  t h a t  r e c o m m e n d s  a  s t a b l e  l o n g - t e r m  

p l a n  w h i c h  o f f e r s  p r e d i c t a b l e  f u n d i n g  f o r  

a  s u s t a i n e d ,  c o n s i s t e n t  c o n s t r u c t i o n  

p r o g r a m .   T h i s  c o m m i t m e n t  t o  

e n v i r o n m e n t a l  q u a l i t y  i m p r o v e m e n t s  w i l l  

a l s o  p r o v i d e  e c o n o m i c  g r o w t h  a n d  

s t a b i l i t y  f o r  o u r  r e g i o n .   

O n c e  a g a i n ,  w e  w h o l e h e a r t e d l y  

s u p p o r t  t h e  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  i n c l u d e d  i n  

t h i s  p l a n ,  a n d  w e  t h a n k  y o u  f o r  a l l o w i n g  

u s  t o  t e s t i f y  t o d a y .

T h a n k  y o u .

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   T h a n k  y o u .  

M i t c h  P a l l y .   

M R .  P A L L Y :   M y  n a m e  i s  M i t c h  P a l l y .   

I ' m  t h e  C h i e f  E x e c u t i v e  O f f i c e r  o f  t h e  

L o n g  I s l a n d  B u i l d e r s  I n s t i t u t e  i n  

I s l a n d i a ,  P - A - L - L - Y .   A n d  I  a l s o  l i v e  a t  

2  M a r e  C o u r t  i n  S t o n y  B r o o k ,  a n  u n s e w e r e d  

a r e a  o f  t h e  c o u n t y .
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U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  w i t h  m y  t h r e e  m i n u t e s  

I ' m  n o t  g o i n g  t o  b e  a b l e  t o  r e a d  i n t o  t h e  

r e c o r d  d i r e c t l y  t h e  s e v e n  p a g e s  o f  

t e s t i m o n y  w e  h a v e  o n  t h e  v a r i o u s  

c o m p o n e n t s ,  I ' l l  o n l y  h i g h l i g h t  s o m e  o f  

t h e m .   I  g a v e  y o u  a  c o p y  o f  t h e  f u l l  

t e s t i m o n y  a n d  f o r  t h e  e n t i r e  g r o u p .   

F i r s t  o f  a l l ,  w e  w a n t  t o  t h a n k  t h e  

c o u n t y  f o r  m a k i n g  u s  a  s t a k e h o l d e r  i n  t h e  

p r o c e s s .   W e ' r e  v e r y  p l e a s e d  t o  b e  a b l e  

t o  p r o v i d e  i n f o r m a t i o n  a n d  t o  b e  p a r t  o f  

t h e  p r o c e s s  i t s e l f .   W e  s t r o n g l y  s u p p o r t  

m a n y  o f  t h e  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  t h a t  a r e  i n  

t h e  r e p o r t  t o  r e d u c e  n i t r o g e n  f l o w  i n t o  

o u r  w a t e r  b o d i e s ,  a n d  w e  t h i n k  t h a t  i s  a  

v e r y ,  v e r y  i m p o r t a n t  a s p e c t  t o  t h e  

q u a l i t y  o f  l i f e .   T h a t ' s  w h y  m a n y  o f  u s  

w a n t  t o  c o n t i n u e  t o  l i v e  h e r e ,  a n d  w e  

w o u l d  e n c o u r a g e  m a n y  o f  t h e s e  

r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s .   

W i t h  t h a t  r e g a r d  w e  s t r o n g l y  s u p p o r t  

t h e  m o v e m e n t  i n  c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  s e w e r s  i n  

t h o s e  a r e a s  w h e r e  t h a t  i s  a p p r o p r i a t e .   

T w o  o f  t h o s e  a r e a s ,  o b v i o u s l y ,  j u s t  d i d  
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r e f e r e n d u m s .   W e  w o u l d  s u p p o r t  t h e  

c r e a t i o n  o f  a  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y ,  c o u n t y - w i d e  

s e w e r  d i s t r i c t ,  b e c a u s e  w e  t h i n k  t h a t  

w o u l d  b e  a n  e a s i e r  w a y  t o  i m p l e m e n t  s e w e r  

c o n s t r u c t i o n  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  e n t i r e  

c o u n t y .   I f  a n y  n e w  r e v e n u e s  a r e  n e e d e d ,  

a n d  c l e a r l y  t h e y  a r e  a n d  w e  w o u l d  s u p p o r t  

s u c h  r e v e n u e s ,  s u c h  r e v e n u e s  s h o u l d  b e  

r a i s e d  f r o m  e v e r y b o d y .   T h a t  m e a n s  

e v e r y b o d y  s h o u l d  p a y ,  i t ' s  e v e r y b o d y ' s  

w a t e r .   I f  e v e r y b o d y  s h o u l d  p a y  t o  

p r o t e c t  t h a t  w a t e r  i t  s h o u l d  n o t  b e  

f o c u s e d  s o l e l y  o n  o n e  o r  a n y  o f  t h e  

i n d u s t r i e s  i n v o l v e d  i n  t h e  s i t u a t i o n .   

A n d  t h o s e  f u n d s  s h o u l d  b e  u s e d  n o t  j u s t  

f o r  s e w e r  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  b u t  f o r  

s u b s i d i z a t i o n  o f  a n  I / A  s y s t e m .   

U n f o r t u n a t e l y ,  t h e  i n s t a l l a t i o n  o f  I / A  

s y s t e m s  i n  h o m e s  i s  e x p e n s i v e  a n d  m a y  g e t  

m o r e  e x p e n s i v e ,  a n d  t h e  c o u n t y ' s  p r o g r a m  

t o  s u b s i d i z e  t h o s e  i s  e s s e n t i a l ,  b u t  w e  

w o u l d  o n c e  a g a i n  e n c o u r a g e  a n d  r e q u e s t  

t h a t  t h a t  s u b s i d i z a t i o n  i n c l u d e  t h e  

c o n s t r u c t i o n  o f  n e w  h o m e s ,  i f  n e w  h o m e s  
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a r e  g o i n g  t o  b e  i n c l u d e d  i n  t h i s  

r e q u i r e m e n t .   S u b s i d i e s  f o r  t h a t ,  

e s p e c i a l l y  f o r  a f f o r d a b l e  h o u s i n g  i s  

e s s e n t i a l ,  a n d  t h e  i n c l u s i o n  o f  

c o n d o m i n i u m s  a n d  t o w n  h o m e s  i n  t h a t  

c a t e g o r y ,  b e c a u s e  m a n y  o f  t h o s e  a r e  t h e  

n e w  w a y s  i n  w h i c h  p e o p l e  a r e  l i v i n g  t h e s e  

d a y s  i n  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  a n d  t h e y  s h o u l d  b e  

i n c l u d e d  s i n c e  i f  t h e y ' r e  g o i n g  t o  p a y  

p a r t  o f  t h e  s u b s i d y  r e q u i r e d ,  t h e y  s h o u l d  

a l s o  b e  e l i g i b l e  f o r  t h e  s u b s i d y  i t s e l f .   

W e  s t r o n g l y  s u p p o r t  t h e  m o v e m e n t  

f r o m  1 5 , 0 0 0  t o  3 0 , 0 0 0  f o r  t h e  n e w  

A t t a c h m e n t  A  s y s t e m s .   T h a t  w i l l  b e  a  

t r e m e n d o u s  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  b e n e f i t  i n  t h e  

r e d u c t i o n  o f  s e t b a c k s  i n  t h o s e  a r e a s ,  

e s p e c i a l l y  d o w n t o w n s .   M a n y  o f  t h e  

d o w n t o w n s  t h a t  d o  n o t  h a v e  s e w e r s  a t  t h e  

m o m e n t  n e e d  t h e s e  t y p e  o f  s y s t e m s  a n d  w e  

w o u l d  s t r o n g l y  e n c o u r a g e  t h e m .   

O n e  t h i n g  w e  t h i n k  i s  e s s e n t i a l  t h a t  

w a s  n o t  i n c l u d e d  i s  t h e  u s e  o f  t h e  

a d d i t i o n a l  c a p a c i t y  - -  I ' l l  b e  d o n e  i n  

o n e  s e c o n d  - -  t h a t  n o w  e x i s t s  i n  m a n y  o f  
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o u r  s e w a g e  t r e a t m e n t  p l a n t s .   M a n y  o f  o u r  

s e w a g e  t r e a t m e n t  p l a n t s  a r e  o n l y  a t  4 5  

t o  5 5  p e r c e n t  c a p a c i t y .   T h a t  m e a n s  t h e r e  

a r e  t h o u s a n d  o f  g a l l o n s  o f  s e w a g e  w h i c h  

i s  n o w  g o i n g  i n t o  t h e  g r o u n d  t h a t  c o u l d  

i n s t e a d  b e  g o i n g  i n t o  o u r  s e w a g e  

t r e a t m e n t  p l a n t s  a n d  w e  d o n ' t  h a v e  t o  

b u i l d  t h e m ,  w e  d o n ' t  - -  a n d  a l l  w e  h a v e  

t o  d o  i s  c h a n g e  t h e  n u m b e r s ,  b e c a u s e  t h e  

n u m b e r s  t h a t  a r e  r e q u i r e d  n o w  b y  t h e  

c o u n t y  h a v e  n o  r e l a t i o n  t o  t h e  a c t u a l  

f l o w  b e i n g  c o n s u m e d  b y  t h e s e  p l a n t s .   S o  

w e  w o u l d  s t r o n g l y  e n c o u r a g e  t h a t .   

A n d  o u r  l a s t  p i e c e ,  w h i c h  e n c o u r a g e s  

t h e  l a s t  t h r e e  p a g e s  o f  m y  r e p o r t  i s  w h y  

w e  s h o u l d  n o t  i n c l u d e  a  m a n d a t o r y  

r e q u i r e m e n t  o n  n e w  c o n s t r u c t i o n  

c o m p l e t e l y  i n  t h e  c o u n t y .   W e  s h o u l d  d o  

i t  b y  a r e a ,  p r i o r i t y  a r e a ,  b y  p r i o r i t y  

a r e a ,  j u s t  a s  w e  a r e  d o i n g  f o r  t h e  

i n s t a l l a t i o n  o f  I / A  s y s t e m s ,  a n d  w e  h a v e  

a  v a r i e t y  o f  r e a s o n s  w h y  t h a t ' s  

n e c e s s a r y .   

O n e  t h i n g  t h e  r e p o r t  d i d  n o t  d o  
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a d e q u a t e l y  i n  o u r  r e g a r d  i s  t o  l o o k  a t  

t h e  i s s u e  o f  t r a n s f e r  o f  d e v e l o p m e n t  

r i g h t s .   I t  m e n t i o n s  i t  q u i c k l y ,  b u t  d o e s  

n o t  l o o k  a t  i t  i n  d e t a i l .   T h e  c o u n t y  h a s  

a l r e a d y  d o n e  s o m e  a n a l y s i s  o f  T D R s ,  b u t  

i t  d o e s  n o t  t a k e  i n t o  a c c o u n t  t h e  u s e  o f  

P i n e  B a r r e n s  c r e d i t s  o r  o t h e r  t o w n  a n d  

c o u n t y  T D R  p r o g r a m s ,  w h i c h  a r e  e s s e n t i a l  

t o  m o v e  d e n s i t y  f r o m  t h e  p l a c e s  w h e r e  w e  

d o n ' t  w a n t  i t  t o  t h e  p l a c e s  w h e r e  w e  d o  

w a n t  i t .   

W i t h  t h a t ,  w e  h a v e  p r o v i d e d  c o m p l e t e  

t e s t i m o n y  o f  o u r s  a n d  w e  w i l l  b e  m o r e  

t h a n  h a p p y  t o  c o n t i n u e  t o  p r o v i d e  a n y  

a n a l y s i s  n e c e s s a r y  f r o m  t h e  r e a l  e s t a t e  

i n d u s t r y .

T h a n k  y o u ,  v e r y  m u c h .  

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   T h a n k  y o u .  

R o b e r t  B e n d e r .   

M R .  B E N D E R :   H e l l o .   M y  n a m e  i s  

R o b e r t  B e n d e r ,  B - E - N - D - E - R ,  a n d  I ' d  l i k e  

t o  t h a n k  t h e  p a n e l  t o d a y  f o r  h a v i n g  m e  

h e r e .   

I  w a n t  t o  t a l k  a  l i t t l e  b i t  a n d  
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i n t r o d u c e  R E W A T S ,  a  r e s i d e n t i a l  

w a s t e w a t e r  t r e a t m e n t  s y s t e m .   

M r .  K r o n e m b e r g ,  t a x p a y e r s  o f  S u f f o l k  

C o u n t y ,  h e l p  i s  o n  t h e  w a y .   I ' v e  

d e v e l o p e d  a  s y s t e m  t h a t  u s e s  a  r e l a t i v e l y  

n e w  t e c h n o l o g y ,  b i o - o r g a n i c  t e c h n o l o g y ,  

t o  c o m e  t o g e t h e r  w i t h  t h i s  s y s t e m  t h a t  

h a s  a  l o t  o f  a d v a n t a g e s  o v e r  s o m e  o f  

t h e s e  s y s t e m s  t h a t  a r e  b e i n g  r e c o m m e n d e d  

b y  t h e  b o a r d  h e r e .   

O n e  o f  t h e  b i g  a d v a n t a g e s  i s  t h e  

c o s t ,  m u c h  l o w e r  i n i t i a l  c o s t .   I  

e s t i m a t e  i t ' s  g o i n g  t o  c o s t  a b o u t  3 4 0 0 ,  

$ 3 5 0 0  p e r  u n i t .   M u c h  l o w e r  o p e r a t i n g  

c o s t .   V e r y  l i t t l e  d i s t u r b a n c e  o f  y o u r  

i n f r a s t r u c t u r e ,  y o u  c a n  u s e  t h e  s a m e  

i n f r a s t r u c t u r e .   A s  t h e  y o u n g  l a d y  f r o m  

M a s t i c  s a i d  t h e y  h a d  t o  d o  e x t e n s i v e  

e x c a v a t i o n  a t  h e r  p r o p e r t y .   T h i s  w o u l d  

n o t  b e  n e e d e d  w i t h  t h e  R E W A T  s y s t e m .   

E l i m i n a t e s  p u m p - o u t s  a n d  e l i m i n a t e s  

a d d i n g  B O D  t o  o u r  c u r r e n t  w a s t e w a t e r  

t r e a t m e n t  p l a n t s .   

I t  r e d u c e s  n i t r o g e n  d r a m a t i c a l l y .   
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W e ' r e  h a v i n g  t h i s  u n i t  t e s t e d ,  a  

p r o t o t y p e  i s  b e i n g  t e s t e d  r i g h t  n o w  a t  

t h e  M a s s a c h u s e t t s  A l t e r n a t i v e  S e p t i c  

S y s t e m  T e s t i n g  C e n t e r ,  a n d  f o u n d  t h a t  

M a s s a c h u s e t t s ,  I  h a v e  t h e  l a t e s t  r e s u l t s ,  

t h e y ' r e  p h e n o m e n a l .   L e t ' s  s a y  t h e y ' r e  

l e s s  t h a n  t h e  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  s t a n d a r d  o f  

1 9  m i l l i g r a m s  p e r  l i t e r .   S o  h e r e  w e  h a v e  

a  u n i t  t h a t ' s  3 5 0 0  t h a t  c a n  t a k e  o u t  m o r e  

n i t r o g e n  t h a n  a  $ 2 0 , 0 0 0 .   W h a t  d o  t h e  

t a x p a y e r s  o f  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  n e e d  t o  b e  

p a y i n g  2 0 , 0 0 0  a n d  i n  s o m e  i n s t a n c e s  m o r e  

t o  p a y  f o r  a  u n i t  t h a t  d o e s n ' t  e v e n  t a k e  

o u t  a s  m u c h  n i t r o g e n  a s  t h i s  R E W A T  

s y s t e m .   

T h a n k  y o u .   

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   T r a c y  B r o w n .   

M S .  B R O W N :   T h a n k  y o u .   

A l l  r i g h t ,  T r a c y  B r o w n  h e r e ,  

r e p r e s e n t i n g  S a f e  a n d  S o u n d .   W e ' r e  a  

n o n p r o f i t  t h a t  w o r k s  o n  b e h a l f  o f  L o n g  

I s l a n d  S o u n d ,  h e a l t h y  c l e a n  w a t e r  t o  t h e  

S o u n d .   

A U D I E N C E  M E M B E R :   L i f t  t h e  m i c  u p .   
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M S .  B R O W N :   O k a y ,  i s  t h a t  b e t t e r ?  

T r a c y  B r o w n ,  d i r e c t o r  o f  S a f e  a n d  

S o u n d .   I ' m  h e r e  o n  b e h a l f  o f  S a f e  a n d  

S o u n d  a n d  i t s  m e m b e r s  t o  s t r o n g l y  s u p p o r t  

t h e  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  s u b w a t e r s h e d s  p l a n  a s  

p r e s e n t e d .   T a c k l i n g  n i t r o g e n  h a s  b e e n  a  

p r i o r i t y  f o r  o u r  o r g a n i z a t i o n  a n d  p a r t n e r  

o r g a n i z a t i o n s  a r o u n d  t h e  S o u n d  f o r  y e a r s .   

T h i s  a p p r o a c h  t h a t  i s  s u g g e s t e d  t o  f o c u s  

o n  w a s t e w a t e r  a n d  r e d u c i n g  n i t r o g e n  f r o m  

w a s t e w a t e r  s o u r c e s  i s  t h e  e x a c t  p l a n  t h a t  

E P A  a n d  N e w  Y o r k  S t a t e  D E C  a n d  

C o n n e c t i c u t  D E P  a l s o  a d o p t e d  o v e r  a  

d e c a d e  a g o  t o  t r y  a n d  r e d u c e  h i g h  

n i t r o g e n  i n  t h e  o p e n  w a t e r s  o f  t h e  S o u n d ,  

a n d  i t  h a s  p r o v e d  s u c c e s s f u l .   T h a t  p l a n  

f o c u s e d  o n  r e d u c i n g  n i t r o g e n  o u t  o f  

w a s t e w a t e r  t r e a t m e n t  p l a n t s  a r o u n d  t h e  

S o u n d  a n d  i t  r e a l l y  f o c u s e d  o n  o u r  

b i g g e s t  p r o b l e m  a r e a ,  w h i c h  w a s  t h e  

W e s t e r n  S o u n d ,  w h e r e  w e  h a d  a  m a s s i v e  

s e a s o n a l  d e a d  z o n e ,  w h e r e  f i s h  c o u l d  n o t  

s u r v i v e  b e c a u s e  t h e r e  w a s  n o  o x y g e n  i n  

t h e  w a t e r .   A n d  a s  a  r e s u l t  o f  r e d u c i n g  
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n i t r o g e n  i n  t h e  w a s t e w a t e r  f r o m  t r e a t m e n t  

p l a n t s ,  t h a t  a r e a  o f  u n i n h a b i t a b l e  w a t e r  

a n d  a l l  t h e  p r o b l e m s  t h a t  c a m e  a l o n g  w i t h  

i t  h a s  s h r u n k e n  a n d  t h e  d u r a t i o n  w h e n  i t  

i s  s t i l l  o c c u r r i n g  i s  g e t t i n g  s h o r t e r  a n d  

w e ' r e  c o n t i n u i n g  t o  s e e  h e a l i n g  i n  t h a t  

p a r t  o f  t h e  S o u n d .   S o  w e  a p p l a u d  y o u  f o r  

t a k i n g  t h i s  l e a d e r s h i p  p o s i t i o n  a n d  

l o o k i n g  i n  a  m o r e  l o c a l  s c a l e ,  o n  t h e  

c o u n t y  s c a l e .   O t h e r  c o u n t i e s  a r o u n d  t h e  

S o u n d  a r e  l o o k i n g  t o  S u f f o l k  a n d  l e a r n i n g  

f r o m  t h e  w o r k  t h a t  y o u ' v e  b e e n  d o i n g  a n d  

a r e  i n s p i r e d  a n d  w o u l d  l i k e  t o  a d o p t  s o m e  

o f  t h e  l e s s o n s  a n d  s u c c e s s e s  a n d  b e s t  

p r a c t i c e s  t h a t  a r e  b e i n g  m o d e l e d  h e r e .   

I  u n d e r s t a n d  t h a t ,  y o u  k n o w ,  i t ' s  a  

v e r y  a m b i t i o u s  p l a n  a n d  i t ' s  c o s t l y .   A s  

o n e  o f  t h e  o t h e r  s p e a k e r s  m e n t i o n e d ,  n o t  

t a k i n g  a c t i o n s  w i l l  b e  m o r e  c o s t l y .   I t ' s  

n o t  j u s t  a b o u t  t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t .   I t ' s  

a b o u t  s o  m u c h  o f  y o u r  e c o n o m y  t h a t  i s  

r e l i a n t  o n  c l e a n  w a t e r  o n  L o n g  I s l a n d ,  

i t ' s  a b o u t  p u b l i c  h e a l t h ,  h u m a n  h e a l t h  a s  

w e l l  a s  w i l d l i f e  a n d  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  
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h e a l t h .   S o  w e  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h i s  i s  t h e  

r i g h t  c o u r s e  o f  a c t i o n .   W e  e n c o u r a g e  y o u  

t o  p a s s  i t .   W e  u n d e r s t a n d  t h a t  i t ' s  n o t  

b i n d i n g  a n d  t h e r e  w i l l  b e  m a n y  

o p p o r t u n i t i e s  d u r i n g  t h e  5 0  y e a r s  t h a t  

t h i s  p r o c e s s  w i l l  b e  u n d e r t a k e n  t o  

i n c o r p o r a t e  n e w  s c i e n c e ,  t o  l o o k  a t  

w h a t ' s  w o r k i n g  a n d  m a k e  c o u r s e  

c o r r e c t i o n s  a n d  i m p r o v e m e n t s  a s  y o u  g o .   

S o  w e  j u s t  a p p l a u d  y o u r  v i s i o n ,  a n d  y o u  

h a v e  a  l o t  o f  m o m e n t u m .   I t ' s  v e r y  h a r d  

t o  g e t  t o  t h e  p o i n t  y o u ' v e  g o t t e n  t o ,  

w h i c h  i s  w h y  n o t  e v e r y  c o m m u n i t y  o n  t h e  

S o u n d  i s  w h e r e  y o u  a r e  n o w .   S o  w e  

e n c o u r a g e  y o u  t o  k e e p  g o i n g  w i t h  t h a t  

m o m e n t u m  a n d  m o v e  f o r w a r d .   A n d  w e  w i s h  

y o u  a l l  s u c c e s s  a n d  c l e a n  w a t e r  f o r  

e v e r y o n e  i n  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y .

T h a n k  y o u .   

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   A n t h o n y  

G r a v e s .  

M R .  G R A V E S :   H i .   I ' m  A n t h o n y  

G r a v e s ,  C h i e f  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  A n a l y s t  f o r  

t h e  T o w n  o f  B r o o k h a v e n .   L a s t  n a m e  i s  
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s p e l l e d  G - R - A - V - E - S .   

T h a n k  y o u  f o r  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  

c o m m e n t  o n  t h e  i m p o r t a n t  w o r k  b y  S u f f o l k  

C o u n t y  a n d  L I N A P .   T h e  P e c o n i c  R i v e r ,  

L a k e  R o n k o n k o m a ,  W a d i n g  R i v e r ,  C a r m a n s  

R i v e r ,  F o r g e  R i v e r ,  M o r i c h e s  B a y ,  

B e l l p o r t  B a y ,  P a t c h o g u e  B a y ,  S t o n y  B r o o k  

C r e e k ,  S e t a u k e t  H a r b o r ,  P o r t  J e f f  H a r b o r ,  

M o u n t  S i n a i  H a r b o r ,  j u s t  s o m e  o f  t h e  

w a t e r  b o d i e s  i n  t h e  T o w n  o f  B r o o k h a v e n .   

T h e y  a r e  h i g h l y  v a l u e d  b y  o u r  r e s i d e n t s  

a n d  t h e y  a r e  i m p o r t a n t  t o  v i s i t o r s  a n d  t o  

o u r  e c o n o m y .   T h e y  p r o v i d e  v e r y  v a l u a b l e  

h a b i t a t  f o r  o u r  n a t u r a l  r e s o u r c e s ,  s u c h  

a s  s h o r e  b i r d s ,  f i n f i s h ,  f o r a g e  f i s h ,  a n d  

a l l  t h e  t h i n g s  t h a t  h e l p  m a k e  o u r  l i v e s  

r i c h e r .   

T h e  t o w n  h a s  a  v e r y  l a r g e  s t a k e  i n  

r e s t o r i n g  t h e s e  w a t e r s  a n d  k e e p i n g  t h e m  

c l e a n .   T h e  S u b w a t e r s h e d s  W a s t e w a t e r  P l a n  

a n d  i t s  r e f e r e n c e s  a n d  r e l a t e d  s t u d i e s  

h a v e  b e e n  r e v i e w e d  b y  t o w n  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  

s t a f f .   T o w n  s t a f f  h a v e  p a r t i c i p a t e d  i n  

m e e t i n g s  t h r o u g h o u t  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  
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t h e  p l a n .   A  r e v i e w  h a s  c o n c l u d e d  t h a t  

t h e  s c i e n c e  s u p p o r t i n g  t h e  s u b w a t e r s h e d s  

p l a n  i s  t h o r o u g h  a n d  c o m p e l l i n g ,  a n d  t h e  

r e c o m m e n d a t i o n s  i n  t h e  p l a n  a r e  s u p p o r t e d  

b y  t h e  b e s t  a v a i l a b l e  d a t a .   W e  f i n d  t h e  

S E Q R A  p r o c e s s  u s e d  b y  t h e  c o u n t y  t o  b e  

a p p r o p r i a t e ,  a n d  b e l i e v e  i t  m e e t s  t h e  

S E Q R A  r e q u i r e m e n t s ,  c o m m e n d  t h e  c o u n t y  o n  

s o l i c i t i n g  i n p u t  d u r i n g  t h e  p r o c e s s  a n d  

i n  t h e s e  h e a r i n g s .   

O v e r  t h e  l a s t  s e v e r a l  d e c a d e s  b o t h  

g r o u n d w a t e r  a n d  s u r f a c e  w a t e r  q u a l i t y  i n  

B r o o k h a v e n  h a v e  s h o w n  s i g n s  o f  h a r m f u l  

i m p a c t s  f r o m  s a n i t a r y  w a s t e .   T h r o u g h o u t  

t h a t  t i m e  t h e r e  w a s  a n  a w a r e n e s s  t h a t  o u r  

w a t e r s  w e r e  d e g r a d i n g ,  b u t  e f f o r t s  t o  

i d e n t i f y  t h e  s c o p e  o f  t h e  p r o b l e m ,  a n d  

m o r e  i m p o r t a n t l y  s o l u t i o n s  t o  t h e  p r o b l e m  

w e r e  i n a d e q u a t e .   B y  m a k i n g  a  p r i o r i t y  o f  

u n d e r s t a n d i n g  t h e  l o c a t i o n  a n d  m a g n i t u d e  

o f  t h e  d i s c h a r g e  f r o m  h u n d r e d s  o f  

t h o u s a n d s  o f  i n d i v i d u a l  s a n i t a r y  s y s t e m s  

o n  a  s u b w a t e r s h e d  s c a l e ,  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  

a n d  L I N A P  h a v e  c o m p l e t e d  a  d a u n t i n g  t a s k  
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a n d  p r o d u c e d  i m p r e s s i v e  r e s u l t s .   

T h e  s u b w a t e r s h e d s  p l a n  p r o v i d e s  t h e  

r o a d  m a p  t h a t  w e  n e e d  t o  p r o t e c t  b o t h  o u r  

s u r f a c e  w a t e r s  a n d  o u r  d r i n k i n g  w a t e r  f o r  

f u t u r e  g e n e r a t i o n s .   T h e  s o l u t i o n s  

i d e n t i f i e d  i n  t h e  p l a n  a n d  t h e i r  

c o n t i n u e d  i m p l e m e n t a t i o n  a r e  c r i t i c a l  t o  

t h e  l o n g - t e r m  e n v i r o n m e n t a l ,  s o c i a l  a n d  

e c o n o m i c  w e l l - b e i n g  o f  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y .   

T h e  p l a n  i s  a n  i m p o r t a n t  i n v e s t m e n t  i n  

o u r  f u t u r e ,  a n d  e x p e r i e n c e  h a s  s h o w n  t h a t  

i t  i s  f a r  m o r e  c o s t - e f f e c t i v e  t o  a d d r e s s  

p r o b l e m s  o f  t h i s  t y p e  i n  t h e  n e a r  t e r m ,  

r a t h e r  t h a n  w a i t i n g  f o r  i t  t o  b e c o m e  a  

c r i s i s .   A s  o n e  o f  o n l y  t w o  a r e a s  i n  t h e  

c o u n t r y  d e p e n d e n t  o n  t h e  s o l e  s o u r c e  

a q u i f e r ,  a n d  a s  a  p l a c e  t h a t  i s  b l e s s e d  

w i t h  a b u n d a n t  f r e s h  w a t e r  a n d  m a r i n e  

r e s o u r c e s ,  i t  m a k e s  s e n s e  t o  c o m p l e t e  

t h i s  p l a n  a n d  c o n t i n u e  i m p l e m e n t i n g  t h e  

s o l u t i o n s  i t  i d e n t i f i e s .   

I ' m  a l m o s t  d o n e .

A n d  i n  t w o  a r e a s  t h e  t o w n  e n c o u r a g e s  

t h e  c o u n t y  t o  s t r e n g t h e n  t h e  p l a n .   O n e  
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i s  t h e  r e u s e  o f  w a s t e w a t e r .   M a n y  a r e a s  

o f  t h e  c o u n t y  a r e  r e u s i n g  w a s t e w a t e r  i n  

a p p l i c a t i o n s  - -  I ' m  s o r r y  - -  m a n y  a r e a s  

o f  t h e  c o u n t r y  a r e  r e u s i n g  w a s t e w a t e r  i n  

a p p l i c a t i o n s  s u c h  a s  g o l f  c o u r s e  

i r r i g a t i o n .   T h i s  r e s u l t s  i n  a d d i t i o n a l  

n i t r o g e n  l o a d  r e d u c t i o n s  a n d  c o n s e r v e s  

i m p o r t a n t  g r o u n d w a t e r  r e s o u r c e s .   

T h e  s e c o n d  a r e a  i s  u n d e r s t a n d i n g  a n d  

p l a n n i n g  f o r  t h e  i n t e r a c t i o n  b e t w e e n  

p u m p i n g  o f  w a t e r  f r o m  a q u i f e r s ,  s a l t  

w a t e r  i n t r u s i o n  t o  a q u i f e r s  a n d  p r o j e c t e d  

s e a  l e v e l  r i s e .   B r o o k h a v e n ' s  F i r e  I s l a n d  

c o m m u n i t i e s  a r e  e x p e r i e n c i n g  g r o u n d w a t e r  

r i s i n g  a s  s e a  w a t e r  b e d s  u n d e r n e a t h  t h e  

b a r r i e r  i s l a n d  r i s e s .   O u r  n e e d  f o r  

r e s i l i e n c y  a n d  t h e  l o n g - t e r m  p r o t e c t i o n  

o f  o u r  a q u i f e r s  f r o m  s a l t  w a t e r  i n t r u s i o n  

n e c e s s i t a t e s  t h a t  w e  m u s t  c a r e f u l l y  p l a n  

i n  o r d e r  t o  p r o t e c t  o u r  a q u i f e r s .   

I n  c o n c l u s i o n ,  t h e  T o w n  o f  

B r o o k h a v e n  s t r o n g l y  s u p p o r t s  c o m p l e t i o n  

o f  t h e  s u b w a t e r s h e d s  p l a n  p r o c e s s .   W e  

a r e  h e a r t e n e d  b y  t h e  s o l u t i o n s  a l r e a d y  
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b e i n g  i m p l e m e n t e d  t h a t  w i l l  p r o t e c t  o u r  

w a t e r s .   W e  c o n g r a t u l a t e  a n d  t h a n k  t h e  

c o u n t y  a n d  L I N A P  f o r  t h i s  v e r y  i m p o r t a n t  

w o r k .   

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   A d r i e n n e  

E s p o s i t o .   

M S .  E S P O S I T O :   G o o d  a f t e r n o o n ,  

m e m b e r s  o f  C E Q .   M y  n a m e  i s  A d r i e n n e  

E s p o s i t o .   I ' m  t h e  E x e c u t i v e  D i r e c t o r  o f  

C i t i z e n s  C a m p a i g n  f o r  t h e  E n v i r o n m e n t .   

I  h a v e  s e v e r a l  c o m m e n t s  d i r e c t l y  t o ,  

t h a t  w e  b e l i e v e  t h e  p l a n  s h o u l d  b e  

c h a n g e d  o r  a l t e r e d .   T h e  f i r s t  i s  t h a t  w e  

b e l i e v e  t h a t  u p o n  t h e  t r a n s f e r  o f  s a l e  o f  

a  h o m e ,  p e o p l e  s h o u l d  h a v e  a c c e s s  t o  

g r a n t s .   O u r  o b j e c t i v e  a s  a n  

e n v i r o n m e n t a l  o r g a n i z a t i o n  i s  t o  h a v e  a s  

m a n y  p e o p l e  i n  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  b e  a b l e  t o  

t r e a t  t h e i r  s e w a g e  b e f o r e  i t  m i x e s  w i t h  

g r o u n d w a t e r  a n d  o u r  s u r f a c e  w a t e r .   A n d  

t h e r e f o r e ,  w e  d o n ' t  f e e l  t h a t  i t  m a k e s  

s e n s e ,  n o r  i s  i t  p u b l i c  - -  a s  s o m e o n e  w h o  

g r e w  u p  m y  w h o l e  l i f e  i n  s t r o n g  w o r k i n g  

c l a s s  A m e r i c a ,  I  t h i n k  t h a t  u p o n  t h e  s a l e  
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o f  a  h o m e  t h e y  s h o u l d  h a v e  a c c e s s  t o  t h e  

g r a n t s .   T h a t  w o u l d  b e  m o r e  p r o d u c t i v e ,  

t h a t  w o u l d  e n c o u r a g e  p e o p l e  t o  d o  m o r e  

c h a n g e - o u t s ,  t h a t ' s  h o w  w e  g e t  c l e a n  

w a t e r .

T h e  s e c o n d  t h i n g  i s  t h a t  I  a g r e e  

w i t h  a c t u a l l y  S u f f o l k  L e g i s l a t o r  L e s l i e  

K e n n e d y  t h a t  t h e  t o w n s  a n d  t h e  v i l l a g e s  

h a v e  a  s t r o n g  r o l e  t o  p l a y  h e r e .   S o  I  

t h i n k  a s  p a r t  o f  t h i s  p l a n  i t  w o u l d  b e  

g o o d  t o  h a v e  a t  l e a s t  a  p o r t i o n  o f  i t  

t h a t  j u s t  t a l k s  a b o u t  a  w a y  t h e  c o u n t y ' s  

g o i n g  t o  w o r k  t o  b r i n g  t o g e t h e r  t h e  t o w n s  

a n d  t h e  v i l l a g e s  a n d  t h e i r  p l a n n i n g  

d e p a r t m e n t s  t o  a l l  c o n v a l e s c e  a r o u n d  

h a v i n g  a  m u t u a l  g o a l  o f  p r o t e c t i n g  o u r  

d r i n k i n g  w a t e r  a n d  o u r  s u r f a c e  w a t e r .   

T h a t ' s  t h e  o b j e c t i v e  o f  t h e  p l a n .   I t ' s  

v e r y  t r u e  t h a t  t h e  t o w n s  a n d  v i l l a g e s  

m u s t  b e  i n  p a r t n e r s h i p  w i t h  t h a t  

o b j e c t i v e .   

A n o t h e r  t h i n g  i s  t h a t ,  a n d  I  m a y  

h a v e  m i s s e d  t h i s  i n  t h e  p l a n  b e c a u s e  i t  

w a s  t h r e e  b o o k l e t s ,  b u t  t h e r e  s h o u l d  b e  a  
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d i s c u s s i o n  a b o u t  t h e  r o l e  o f  t h e ,  t h e  

l a r g e r  s y s t e m s  c a n  p l a y  i n  a  c l u s t e r  

s i t u a t i o n ;  i f  t h e r e ' s  a  c u l - d e - s a c  o r  a  

c o m m u n i t y  s u c h  a s  M a s t i c  B e a c h ,  a l t h o u g h  

w e ' r e  h o p i n g  e v e n t u a l l y  y o u  w i l l  g e t  

s e w e r s  a n d  n o t  h a v e  t o  w o r r y  a b o u t  i t ,  

b u t  h o w  t h a t  w o u l d  b e  a c c e s s i b l e  t o  

g r a n t s  f o r  t h e m .   

T h e  o t h e r  t h i n g  i s  t h a t  w e  h e a r  a  

l o t  y e s t e r d a y  a n d  t o d a y  a b o u t  w h a t  i s  t h e  

y e a r l y  m a i n t e n a n c e  o f  t h e s e  n e w  s e p t i c  

s y s t e m s .   W e l l ,  w h a t ' s  t h e  y e a r l y  

m a i n t e n a n c e  o f  y o u r  c u r r e n t  s e p t i c  

s y s t e m .   I  t h i n k  t h a t  n o t  o n l y  i n  t h i s  

r e p o r t  s h o u l d  y o u  i d e n t i f y  t h e  y e a r l y  

m a i n t e n a n c e  o f  t h e  n e w  I / A s ,  b u t  i t  

s h o u l d  b e  c o n t r a s t e d  w i t h  t h e  e x i s t i n g  

m a i n t e n a n c e  o f  a  s e p t i c .   I  g r e w  u p  m y  

f i r s t  5 0  y e a r s  o f  l i f e  w i t h  a  s e p t i c  

s y s t e m .   Y o u  d o  d i s h e s  a n d  i t  r a i n s  a n d  

y o u  t a k e  a  s h o w e r ,  y o u ' r e  p u m p i n g  o u t  t h e  

s e p t i c  s y s t e m .   I t ' s  n o t  f r e e .   T h e  n e w  

I / A s  t h e  m a i n t e n a n c e  i s  n o t  f r e e .   S o  

i t ' s  l e g i t i m a t e  t o  p u t  i n  t h e r e  t h e  c o s t  
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o f  p u m p i n g  o n c e  a  y e a r ,  o r  i n  m a n y  c a s e s  

t w i c e  a  y e a r  i n  t h e  l o w - l y i n g  a r e a s  o r  i n  

a r e a s  w h e r e  w e  h a v e  h i g h e r  a n d  h i g h e r  

g r o u n d w a t e r  t a b l e s ,  s u c h  a s  N o r t h  

B a b y l o n .   

T h e  o t h e r  t h i n g  i s  I  w a n t e d  t o  j u s t  

a d d r e s s  t h e  i s s u e  I  k e e p  h e a r i n g  a b o u t  

w e l l ,  N a s s a u  C o u n t y  h a s  s e w e r s  a n d  t h e y  

s t i l l  h a v e  d e g r a d e d  w a t e r .   Y e s ,  b e c a u s e  

t h e  v a s t  m a j o r i t y  o f  t h e i r  s e w e r  s y s t e m s  

d i s c h a r g e  i n t o  t h e  b a y s  a n d  e s t u a r i e s .   

I n  t h e  W e s t e r n  B a y s  t h e  B a y  P a r k  s e w a g e  

t r e a t m e n t  p l a n t  d i s c h a r g e s  5 0  m i l l i o n  

g a l l o n s  p e r  d a y ,  a n d  s o  d o e s  t h e  L o n g  

B e a c h  C i t y  s e w a g e  t r e a t m e n t  p l a n t ,  w h i c h  

d i s c h a r g e s  3  t o  5  m i l l i o n  g a l l o n s  p e r  

d a y ,  a l l  i n t o  t h e  W e s t e r n  B a y s .   W h a t  

w e ' r e  w o r k i n g  t o w a r d s  h e r e  o n  L o n g  I s l a n d  

i s  t o  g e t  a w a y  f r o m  d r i n k i n g  a n d  s w i m m i n g  

i n  o u r  s e w a g e .   W e  w i l l  n e v e r  b e  

s u s t a i n a b l e  i f  w e  d o n ' t  t r e a t  o u r  s e w a g e .   

A n d  f o r  t h o s e  p e o p l e  w h o  d o n ' t  l i k e  

t h e  p l a n ,  g i v e  u s  a  b e t t e r  p l a n .   W e  

w o u l d  l o v e  i t .   P l e a s e  d o  t h a t .   B u t  
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r i g h t  n o w ,  t h i s  i s  t h e  f i r s t  p l a n  I ' v e  

s e e n  i n  d o i n g  t h i s  w o r k  f o r  3 8  y e a r s  t h a t  

a c t u a l l y  g e t s  S u f f o l k  t o  t r e a t  t h e i r  

s e w a g e .   W e  w i l l  n e v e r  b e  a b l e  t o  g r o w  

a n d  t o  p r o s p e r  a n d  h a v e  a  t h r i v i n g  

e c o n o m y  i f  w e  d o n ' t  c o m e  i n t o  t h e  

2 1 s t  C e n t u r y  a n d  t r e a t  o u r  w a s t e w a t e r .   

I t  i s  e s s e n t i a l  f o r  o u r  e c o n o m y ,  o u r  

h e a l t h ,  o u r  s u s t a i n a b i l i t y ,  a n d  t h e  v e r y  

v i a b i l i t y  o f  t h i s  I s l a n d  t h a t  w e  a l l  

l o v e .  

T h a n k  y o u .

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   T h a n k  y o u .  

C h r i s t i n a  H e i n e m a n n .  

A U D I E N C E  M E M B E R :   I  n e e d  t o  w i t h d r a w  

m y  c o m m e n t .   T h a n k  y o u .   

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   T h a n k  y o u .   

M a u r e e n  D u n n .   

M S .  D U N N :   H e l l o .   M y  n a m e  i s  

M a u r e e n  D u n n ,  D - U - N - N ,  a n d  I  t h a n k  y o u  

f o r  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  s p e a k  h e r e  t o d a y .   

I ' m  a  w a t e r  q u a l i t y  s c i e n t i s t  a t  

S e a t u c k  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  A s s o c i a t i o n ,  a  

n o n - f o r - p r o f i t  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  g r o u p .   W e  
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a d v o c a t e  f o r  w i l d l i f e  a n d  a  h e a l t h y  

e n v i r o n m e n t .   

I  c o m m e n d  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  E x e c u t i v e  

S t e v e  B e l l o n e ,  t h e  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  

D e p a r t m e n t  o f  H e a l t h  S e r v i c e s ,  K e n  Z e g e l ,  

a n d  a l l  t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t a l i s t s  a c t i v e l y  

i n v o l v e d  i n  c r e a t i n g  t h e  S u b w a t e r s h e d s  

W a s t e w a t e r  P l a n .   

T h i s  p l a n  i s  a  h i g h l y  d e t a i l e d  r o a d  

m a p  t o  c l e a n i n g  o u r  g r o u n d w a t e r  a n d  

u l t i m a t e l y  o u r  b a y s .   T h e  p l a n  i s  p a r t  o f  

t h e  c o u n t y ' s  R e c l a i m  O u r  W a t e r  

i n i t i a t i v e ,  d e s i g n e d  t o  a d d r e s s  o u r  w a t e r  

q u a l i t y  c r i s i s  c a u s e d  b y  e x c e s s  n i t r o g e n  

p o l l u t i o n .   I n c r e a s i n g  n i t r o g e n  p o l l u t i o n  

i s  d e s t r o y i n g  o u r  g r o u n d w a t e r  a n d  h a s  

a l r e a d y  d e g r a d e d  o u r  s u r f a c e  w a t e r w a y s  

t h r o u g h  h a r m f u l  a l g a l  b l o o m s ,  l o s s  o f  

a q u a t i c  v e g e t a t i o n ,  l o w  d i s s o l v e d  o x y g e n  

a n d  c o a s t a l  a c i d i f i c a t i o n .   

D e v e l o p m e n t  o f  t h i s  p l a n  w a s  a n  

a m a z i n g  u n d e r t a k i n g .   I t  w a s  c a r r i e d  o u t  

w i t h  i n c r e d i b l e  s p e e d  a n d  c o m m o n  s e n s e .   

I t  i s  o u r  h o p e  t h a t  a d d i t i o n a l  f u n d i n g  i s  
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m a d e  a v a i l a b l e  t o  c a r r y  o u t  t h e  s e p t i c  

a n d  s e w e r i n g  c o n s t r u c t i o n  c o m p o n e n t s  o f  

t h e  p l a n .   

S e w e r i n g  i s  a n  i m p o r t a n t  c o m p o n e n t  

o f  t h e  p l a n .   T h e  i n d i v i d u a l  a n d  s m a l l  

c l u s t e r  w a s t e w a t e r  s y s t e m s  t h a t  d i s c h a r g e  

c l e a n  w a t e r  w i t h  n i t r o g e n  r e m o v e d  i n t o  

t h e  g r o u n d  w i l l  s e r v e  u s  w e l l .   H o w e v e r ,  

e n d p o i n t s  t h a t  i n v o l v e  p u m p i n g  

n i t r o g e n - l o a d e d  w a s t e w a t e r  o u t  i n t o  t h e  

o c e a n s  a r e  n o t  o n l y  p u s h i n g  t h e  p o l l u t i o n  

p r o b l e m  o u t  t o  s e a ,  b u t  a l s o  r o b b i n g  u s  

o f  o u r  p r e c i o u s  g r o u n d w a t e r .   T h i s  w a t e r  

s u p p l i e s  o u r  s t r e a m s ,  e s t u a r i e s  a n d  o u r  

l i m i t e d  s o l e  s o u r c e  a q u i f e r .   W a t e r  

r e u s e d  t o  u s e s  s u c h  a s  w a t e r i n g  g o l f  

c o u r s e s  s h o u l d  b e  c o n s i d e r e d  a n d  i n c l u d e d  

a s  t h e  n e x t  s t e p  i n  t h i s  i n c r e d i b l y  

d e t a i l e d ,  o t h e r w i s e  v e r y - w e l l - t h o u g h t - o u t  

p l a n .   

A g a i n ,  I  c o m m e n d  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  

E x e c u t i v e  S t e v e  B e l l o n e  o n  h i s  R e c l a i m  

O u r  W a t e r  i n i t i a t i v e ,  d e s i g n e d  t o  a d d r e s s  

o u r  w a t e r  q u a l i t y  c r i s i s ,  a n d  a s k  t h a t  i t  



1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

 

81

Brentwood Public Hearing - 9/6/2019

b e  e x t e n d e d  t o  r e c l a i m  o u r  w a t e r  q u a n t i t y  

c r i s i s  a s  w e l l .  

T h a n k  y o u .   

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   R y a n  S t a n t o n .  

M R .  S T A N T O N :   R y a n  S t a n t o n ,  

S - T - A - N - T - O - N .   

I  w a n t  t o  t h a n k  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  

E x e c u t i v e  S t e v e  B e l l o n e  f o r  h i s  

l e a d e r s h i p  o n  t h e  i s s u e  o f  w a t e r  q u a l i t y ,  

a n d  t h e  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  C o u n c i l  o n  

E n v i r o n m e n t a l  Q u a l i t y  f o r  h o l d i n g  t h i s  

d e t a i l e d  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  r e v i e w  o f  t h e  

S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  S u b w a t e r s h e d s  W a s t e w a t e r  

P l a n .

I  s t a n d  b e f o r e  y o u  o n  b e h a l f  o f  t h e  

L o n g  I s l a n d  F e d e r a t i o n  o f  L a b o r ,  A F L / C I O  

r e p r e s e n t i n g  o v e r  2 5 0 , 0 0 0  u n i o n  m e m b e r s  

a n d  t h e i r  f a m i l i e s  i n  N a s s a u  a n d  S u f f o l k  

C o u n t i e s  i n  s u p p o r t  o f  t h e  S W P .

F o r  L o n g  I s l a n d ,  t h e  e c o n o m y  w i l l  

a l w a y s  b e  c l o s e l y  e n t w i n e d  w i t h  t h e  

e n v i r o n m e n t .   G u a r a n t e e i n g  t h e  

a v a i l a b i l i t y  o f  c l e a n  d r i n k i n g  w a t e r  a n d  

m a i n t a i n i n g  t h e  v i a b i l i t y  o f  o u r  
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c o a s t l i n e s  m u s t  a l w a y s  r e m a i n  l e a d i n g  

s o c i a l  p r i o r i t i e s .   T h e  d e g r a d a t i o n  o f  

o u r  s o l e  s o u r c e  a q u i f e r s ,  t h e  i n t r u s i o n  

o f  n i t r o g e n  p o l l u t i o n  i n t o  o u r  c o a s t a l  

w a t e r s ,  r i s i n g  s e a  l e v e l s  c a u s e d  b y  

c l i m a t e  c h a n g e ,  a n d  t h e  i m p a c t  o f  

d i s a s t e r s  l i k e  S u p e r s t o r m  S a n d y  a r e  

i s s u e s  o u r  r e g i o n  m u s t  a d d r e s s  t o g e t h e r .

W o r k i n g  f a m i l i e s  a r e  t h e  f i r s t  t o  

f a l l  v i c t i m  w h e n  t h e r e ' s  a  f a i l u r e  o f  

l e a d e r s h i p  t o  a d d r e s s  t h e s e  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  

c h a l l e n g e s .   O u r  h o m e s  a n d  j o b s  a r e  

i m p a c t e d ,  j u s t  l i k e  e v e r y o n e  e l s e ,  a n d  i t  

i s  o u r  m e m b e r s  w h o  a r e  c a l l e d  u p o n  a s  

f i r s t  r e s p o n d e r s  w h e n  d i s a s t e r  s t r i k e s .   

F u r t h e r m o r e ,  w e  h a v e  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  

c r e a t e  t h o u s a n d s  o f  n e w  j o b s  e n h a n c i n g  

o u r  c o a s t a l  r e s i l i e n c y ,  r e m e d i a t i n g  w a t e r  

i s s u e s ,  a n d  c o m b a t t i n g  t h e  d e v a s t a t i n g  

e f f e c t s  o f  c l i m a t e  c h a n g e .   

T h e  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  C o a s t a l  

R e s i l i e n c y  I n i t i a t i v e ,  p a s s e d  t h r o u g h  

r e f e r e n d a  i n  J a n u a r y  o f  t h i s  y e a r ,  i s  s e t  

t o  c r e a t e  h u n d r e d s  o f  j o b s  i n  t h e  a r e a s  
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c o v e r e d  b y  r e s i l i e n c y  a n d  r e c o v e r y  g r a n t  

f r o m  H u r r i c a n e  S a n d y .   I t  g e n e r a t e s  

o p p o r t u n i t i e s  f o r  e x i s t i n g  b u s i n e s s e s  t o  

g r o w  a n d  p r o v i d e s  t h e  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  

n e c e s s a r y  f o r  t h e  r e d e v e l o p m e n t  o f  

e x i s t i n g  p a r c e l s .   C o n n e c t i o n s  t o  s e w e r s  

a n d  t h e  i n s t a l l a t i o n  o f  a d v a n c e d  o n s i t e  

t r e a t m e n t  s y s t e m s  w i l l  r e d u c e  t h e  a m o u n t  

o f  n i t r o g e n  s e e p i n g  i n t o  t h e  g r o u n d w a t e r  

f r o m  c e s s p o o l s  a n d  s e p t i c  s y s t e m s ,  a s  

w e l l  a s  r e d u c e  t h e  a m o u n t  o f  

n i t r o g e n - r i c h  s t o r m w a t e r  r u n o f f  

d e s t r o y i n g  o u r  c o a s t a l  b a y s .   H o w e v e r ,  

t h e r e  i s  m u c h  m o r e  w o r k  t o  b e  d o n e ,  a n d  

t h e  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  S u b w a t e r s h e d s  

W a s t e w a t e r  P l a n  i s  a  r o b u s t ,  

c o m p r e h e n s i v e ,  f o r w a r d - t h i n k i n g  f o r m u l a ,  

d e s i g n e d  f o r  u s  t o  a c h i e v e  c r i t i c a l  

i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  u p g r a d e s  n e c e s s a r y  f o r  t h e  

l o n g - t e r m  e c o n o m i c  e n v i r o n m e n t a l  s u c c e s s .   

W e  s u p p o r t  t h e  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  

S u b w a t e r s h e d s  W a s t e w a t e r  P l a n ,  i n c l u d i n g  

t h e  r e c o m m e n d a t i o n  o f  n e a r l y  a  b i l l i o n  

d o l l a r s  o f  i n v e s t m e n t  a c r o s s  f u n d i n g  
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s o u r c e s  t o  c o n n e c t  a s  m a n y  a s  3 0 , 0 0 0  

p a r c e l s ,  a s  w e l l  a s  t h e  e s t a b l i s h m e n t  o f  

a  p e r m a n e n t  f u n d i n g  s t r e a m  t o  e n s u r e  

r e c u r r i n g  r e v e n u e s  f o r  t h e  b u i l d - o u t  o f  

s e w e r  i n f r a s t r u c t u r e  a n d  t h e  i n s t a l l a t i o n  

o f  o n s i t e  w a s t e w a t e r  t r e a t m e n t  s y s t e m s .   

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   T h a n k  y o u .  

R e d  G e r m a n  - -  G o r m a n .  

M R .  G O R M A N :   G o r m a n .   I ' m  g o i n g  t o  

s e n d  y o u  a  n i c e  3 0 - p a g e  l e t t e r .   

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   Y o u  a r e ?  

M R .  G O R M A N :   N o t h i n g  h e r e  t o d a y .

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   P a r d o n ?   

M R .  G O R M A N :   N o t h i n g  t o d a y .   I ' m  

g o i n g  t o  s e n d  y o u  a  n i c e  3 0 - p a g e  l e t t e r .   

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   O k a y .   I s  

t h a t  b e c a u s e  I  p r o n o u n c e d  y o u r  n a m e  

w r o n g ?   I  a p o l o g i z e .

M R .  G O R M A N :   B a s i c a l l y ,  I ' m  o p p o s e d  

t o  o v e r d e v e l o p m e n t ,  I ' m  o p p o s e d  t o  a l l  

t h e s e  s m a l l  l i t t l e  t o w n s  t h a t  y o u ' r e  

d e v e l o p i n g ,  b e c a u s e  y o u ' r e  p u t t i n g  m o r e  

p e o p l e  o n  t h a n  w h a t  t h e  w a t e r  s u p p l y ,  t h e  

n a t u r a l  a q u i f e r  c a n  r e a l l y  s u p p l y .   Y o u  
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c a n ' t  h a v e  5  m i l l i o n  p e o p l e  i n  S u f f o l k  

C o u n t y ,  e v e r ,  b e c a u s e  t h e r e ' s  n o t  e n o u g h  

w a t e r .   S o  t h a t ' s  o n e  o f  t h e  t h i n g s  I ' m  

o p p o s e d  t o .   A l l  r i g h t ?   

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   O k a y .   T h a n k  

y o u ,  s o  I  l o o k  f o r w a r d  t o  g e t t i n g  y o u r  

l e t t e r .   

M R .  G O R M A N :   F i n e .  

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   A n d  r e m e m b e r ,  

S e p t e m b e r  1 6 t h  i s  t h e  d e a d l i n e .  

M R .  G O R M A N :   Y o u ' l l  h a v e  t h e  l e t t e r  

b e f o r e  t h e  1 6 t h .   I t ' s  a l r e a d y  b e e n  

w r i t t e n ,  a  c o u p l e  o f  y e a r s  a g o ,  a c t u a l l y .   

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   G r e g  C a p u t o .   

M R .  C A P U T O :   G r e g  C a p u t o ,  

C - A - P - U - T - O .   

I  t h a n k  y o u  f o r  t h i s  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  

s p e a k .   I  g u e s s  I ' m  a  l i t t l e  i n  p a n i c  

m o d e ,  a s  I ' v e  o n l y  l e a r n e d  a b o u t  t h i s  

r e c e n t l y .   M o s t  p e o p l e  I  s p o k e  t o  h a v e  n o  

i d e a  w h a t ' s  g o i n g  o n  u n t i l  a f t e r  t h e  

f a c t ,  o k a y ,  a n d  w e  h a v e  t o  h e a r  i t  

t h r o u g h  a  n e w s p a p e r  a r t i c l e ,  a n d  I  t h i n k  

i t  s h o u l d  b e  a  c o u n t y  - -  I  g u e s s  w e  h a v e  
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t o  p u s h  f o r  l e g i s l a t i o n  f o r  u s  t o  b e  

i n f o r m e d  a b o u t  t h e s e  t h i n g s .   I  d o n ' t  

a g r e e  t h a t  w e  s h o u l d  o n l y  b e  g i v e n  t w o  

o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t h i s  c l o s e  t o  a  d e a d l i n e  t o  

h a v e  i n p u t .   A n d  t h e r e ' s  a  l o t  o f  

q u e s t i o n s ,  a n d  y o u  s a y  y o u ' r e  f a r  o f f  a n d  

s t i l l  t h i n g s  n e e d  t o  b e  a d d r e s s e d .   A n d  

I ' m  b e g g i n g  y o u ,  p l e a s e ,  t o  h a v e  m o r e  

i n p u t  a n d  m o r e  i n f o r m a t i o n  a s  w e  g e t  

c l o s e r  a n d  h a v e  a n o t h e r  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  

s p e a k  a b o u t  t h i s .   

I ' d  l i k e  t o  a d d r e s s ,  y o u  k n o w ,  s o m e  

o f  t h e  s c i e n c e  t h a t  t h e  c o u n t y  i s  

p r e s e n t i n g  o n  t h e  m a t t e r  I  t h i n k  i s ,  

s e e m s  t o  b e  o n e - s i d e d  a n d  o n l y  s u p p o r t  

t h e  c o u n t y ' s  p o s i t i o n .   Y o u  k n o w ,  t h i s  

h a s  b e e n  g o i n g  o n  a  l o n g  t i m e ,  t h e  

c e s s p o o l s  a n d  s t u f f .   T h e i r  o w n  e x p e r t  

l a s t  n i g h t  s a i d  t h a t  t h e r e  w a s  a  3 0 - y e a r  

l a g  o r  s o  b e f o r e  t h i s  h a s  b e c o m e  a n  i s s u e  

t h a t  w e  c a n  a d d r e s s .   I  d o n ' t  k n o w  t h a t  

t h e r e ' s  a n y  g u a r a n t e e  t h a t  w e  t a k e  a l l  

t h i s  b u r d e n  o n  a n d  d o  t h i s  a n d  w e  d o n ' t  

h a v e  t o  w a i t ,  e v e n  i f  i t ' s  h a l f  t h e  t i m e  
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i s  a  l o n g  t i m e  t o  w a i t  t o  f i n d  o u t  a  

r e s u l t  t h a t  m a y  n o t  b e  e f f e c t i v e .   

I  a g r e e  t h a t  s o m e t h i n g  h a s  t o  b e  

d o n e ,  a n d  I  w o u l d  s u p p o r t ,  y o u  k n o w ,  

r e p l a c e m e n t  u p o n  f a i l u r e ,  a l l  n e w  

c o n s t r u c t i o n  b e i n g  m a n d a t e d  t o  h a v e  t h i s  

s y s t e m  i n  p l a c e .   I  t h i n k  i t  w o u l d  

g r e a t l y  h e l p .   B u t  I  a l s o  t h i n k  t h a t  

t h e r e ' s ,  i n  y o u r  o w n  c h a r t  t h a t  s h o w s  

a l m o s t  a  t h i r d  o f  t h e  p r o b l e m  b e i n g  

r u n o f f  i s ,  c o u l d  b e  a d d r e s s e d  

l e g i s l a t i v e l y  a n d  y o u ' d  s e e  t h e  r e s u l t  

a l m o s t  i m m e d i a t e l y .   I  o n l y  i m a g i n e  t h a t  

w e  d o n ' t  t a k e  a c t i o n  b e c a u s e  w e  h a v e  

f e a r ,  t h e  f e a r  o f  b e i n g  s u e d  b y  t h e  

f e r t i l i z e r  i n d u s t r y ?   Y o u  k n o w ,  I  t h i n k  

i f  t h e  c o u n t y  i n  e a r n e s t  c o m m u n i c a t e d  

w i t h  i t s  r e s i d e n t s  y o u ' d  h a v e  m o r e  

r e s p o n s e  a n d  y o u ' d  g a r n e r  a  l o t  m o r e  

s u p p o r t  f o r  s u c h  a c t i o n .   

I  d o n ' t  t h i n k  i t ' s  f a i r  t h e  w a y  t h a t  

t h i s  h a s  b e e n  h a n d l e d .   A g a i n ,  w e  d o n ' t  

h a v e  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  r e s p o n d .   I  d o n ' t  

e v e n  k n o w  a l l  t h e  f u l l  d e t a i l s ,  I  o n l y  
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l e a r n e d  a  f e w  d a y s  a g o .   

M y  b i g g e s t  c o n c e r n  i s  t h a t  y o u ' r e  

g o i n g  t o  t a k e  c o n t r o l  o f  m y  a b i l i t y  t o  

s e l l  m y  h o u s e  t h r o u g h  t h i s .   T h a t ' s  m y  

b i g g e s t  c o n c e r n .   I ' m  i n  c o n s t r u c t i o n ,  I  

t h i n k  t h i s  w o u l d  b e  g r e a t ,  i t  w i l l  c r e a t e  

j o b s ,  a l l  o f  t h i s  s t u f f .   B u t ,  y o u  k n o w ,  

w e ,  s i n c e  w e ' v e  b e e n  w a l k i n g  t h i s  e a r t h  

a s  h u m a n  b e i n g s  h a v e  b e e n  p u t t i n g  h u m a n  

w a s t e  i n  t h e  g r o u n d  w i t h o u t  a  p r o b l e m ,  

a n d  t h a t ' s  j u s t  a  f a c t .   Y o u  k n o w ,  t h e  

s y n t h e t i c  f e r t i l i z e r s ,  h e r b i c i d e s ,  

p e s t i c i d e s  f r o m  r u n o f f  t h a t ' s  n o t  b e i n g  

a d d r e s s e d  i s  a  m a j o r  p r o b l e m ,  a n d  t h e r e  

i s  s c i e n c e  t o  b a c k  t h a t  u p .   A n d  I  j u s t  

d o n ' t  k n o w  w h y  w e  c a n ' t  d o  t h a t .   I t  

s e e m s  l i k e  a  w i n - w i n  i f  w e  a l l  c a m e  

t o g e t h e r  a n d  a g r e e d  t o  t h a t ,  w e  c o u l d  

h a v e  t h e  i m m e d i a t e  e f f e c t .   S t i l l  p r o c e e d  

w i t h  t h i s  p r o g r a m ,  b u t  w e  c a n  g e t  

i m m e d i a t e  e f f e c t s .   I  w o u l d  t h i n k  t h a t  

y o u  w o u l d  g e t  a n  i m m e d i a t e  r e s p o n s e  f r o m  

t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t .   Y o u  w o u l d  g e t  m o r e  

r e c r e a t i o n a l  a n d  c o m m e r c i a l  f i s h i n g  a n d  a  
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l o t  o f  p e r m i t s ,  l i c e n s e s ,  a l l  t a x  r e v e n u e  

t h a t  c o u l d  b e  h a d .   T h e  n a t u r a l  

s u b s t a n c e s ,  t h e  p e s t i c i d e s ,  h e r b i c i d e s ,  

c o u l d  r e p l a c e  t h e s e  s y n t h e t i c  o n e s  a n d  n o  

t a x  r e v e n u e  w o u l d  b e  l o s t  t h e r e .   T h e y ' d  

h a v e  t o  p a y  s a l e s  t a x  j u s t  a s  w e l l .   

I  j u s t ,  I ' m  v e r y  c o n c e r n e d ,  l i k e  I  

s a i d ,  I  d o n ' t  e v e n  h a v e  a l l  t h e  f a c t s .   I  

k n o w  t h a t  t h e  f o c u s  t h a t ' s  b e e n  e x p l a i n e d  

t o  m e  i s  t h i s  p r o g r a m  i n  t h e  w a s t e w a t e r ,  

t h a t ' s  t h e  d e p a r t m e n t  o f  h e a l t h ' s  

p o s i t i o n .   B u t  t h e r e ' s  j u s t  a  l o t  o f  

o t h e r  i s s u e s  t h a t  I  t h i n k  t h a t  w e  c a n  

h a v e  a n  i m m e d i a t e  r e s u l t  t h a t  w e  s h o u l d  

t a k e .   I  d o n ' t  w a n t  t o  w a i t  t h i r t y  y e a r s  

f r o m  n o w  t o  s e e  t h a t  t h i s  i s  n o t  t a k i n g  

e f f e c t  w h e n  w e  s h o u l d  h a v e  a d d r e s s e d  t h e  

r u n o f f  t h a t  w e  k n o w  i s  a n  i s s u e .   I f  I  

c o u l d  t a k e  a  t h i r d  o f  m y  h e a l t h  a n d  

i m p r o v e  i t  o v e r n i g h t ,  I  t h i n k  I  w o u l d  

t a k e  t h a t  a c t i o n .   S o  I  c a n ' t  s e e  i t  

b e i n g  a  n e g a t i v e .   A n d  l i k e  I  s a i d ,  i f  

e v e r y o n e  k n e w  w h a t  w a s  g o i n g  o n  w e  w o u l d  

s u p p o r t  t h a t  a n d  w e  w o u l d  p u s h  t h r o u g h  
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t h a t .   I  j u s t  n e e d ,  y o u  k n o w ,  y o u  n e e d  t o  

h e a r  t h a t .   A n d  t h e  s c i e n c e  i s  t h e r e  t o  

s u p p o r t  t h e  c l a i m s  t h a t  I  j u s t  m a d e .   A n d  

I  j u s t ,  i f ,  I  g u e s s  I ' m  g o i n g  t o  h a v e  t o  

t a k e  i t  o n  m y  o w n ,  a n d  m o s t  o f  t h e  p e o p l e  

t h a t  I ' v e  d i s c u s s e d  t h i s  w i t h  f e e l  t h e  

s a m e  w a y ,  t h a t  I  g u e s s  t h a t  I ' l l  h a v e  t o  

n o w  b r i n g  t h a t  s c i e n c e  a n d  t h e  s u p p o r t  

g a r n e r e d  t h r o u g h  t h e  c o m m u n i t y ,  a n d ,  y o u  

k n o w ,  i f  t h i s  c o n t i n u e s  I  f e e l  l i k e  w e ' r e  

g o i n g  t o  h a v e  t o  t a k e  i t  i n t o  o u r  o w n  

h a n d s  a n d  t h a t  t h e  b o a r d  i s  n o t  r e a l l y  

t a k i n g  o u r  b e s t  i n t e r e s t .   I  r e a l l y  

d o n ' t .   I  g u e s s  w e ' l l  h a v e  t o  t a k e  i t  o n  

o u r  o w n  t o  d i s c u s s  i t  a n d  t h e n  t a k e  a n  

a c t i o n  t h a t  w e ' l l  h a v e  t o  b r i n g  t o  y o u  

g u y s ,  b e c a u s e  i t  s e e m s  t h r o u g h  y o u r  

a c t i o n s  t h a t  y o u ' r e  n o t  r e a l l y  

c o m m u n i c a t i n g  w i t h  u s  t o  g e t  u s  a  

p o s i t i o n .   I  f e e l  l e f t  o u t .   

T h a n k  y o u .   

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   T h a n k  y o u .  

K u r t  S p i e l m a n n .  

M R .  S P I E L M A N N :   T h a n k s  f o r  g i v i n g  m e  
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t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  s p e a k .   I ' m  j u s t  a  

r e s i d e n t  o f  C o r a m  a n d  I  j u s t  w a n t e d  t o  

e x p r e s s  m y  o p i n i o n  a s  a  r e s i d e n t  a n d  t h e  

i m p a c t s  I  f e e l  a r e  g o i n g  t o  b e  m a d e  t o  

m e .   

M y  m a i n  o b j e c t i o n  i s  t h e  c o s t  o f  

t h i s  t h i n g ,  t h e  c o s t  f o r  m e  w h e n  I  s e l l  

m y  h o u s e  o r  i f  m y  c e s s p o o l  f a i l s .   I  

r e a l l y  d o n ' t  w a n t  t o  h a v e  a n o t h e r  s y s t e m  

i n  m y  h o u s e .   I  a l r e a d y  h a v e  

a i r - c o n d i t i o n i n g ,  e l e c t r i c .   W h y  d o  I  

n e e d  t o  h a v e  a n o t h e r  s y s t e m  I  h a v e  t o  

m a i n t a i n .   I  w o u l d  l o v e  t o  h a v e  a  s e w e r ,  

l o v e  t o  h a v e  s e w e r s .   N e v e r  h a v e  t o  w o r r y  

a b o u t  l e a k s ,  t h e  t h i n g  o v e r f l o w i n g ,  y o u  

k n o w ,  c a l l  t h e  p l u m b e r  i n  t o  s u c k  i t  o u t ,  

t h i n g s  l i k e  t h i s .   M y  h o u s e  i s  5 0  y e a r s  

o l d ,  I ' v e  g o t  a n  o l d  s q u a r e  t a n k ,  t h a t ' s  

t h e  o l d  t y p e .   T h r e e ,  f o u r  t i m e s  I ' v e  h a d  

t h e  g u y  i n  t o  p u m p  i t ,  w h a t e v e r .   B u t  m y  

k i d s  a r e  a l l  g o n e ,  s o  i t ' s  n o t  h a v i n g  a  

l o t  o f  u s e  a n y m o r e ,  i t ' s  o n l y  m e  l i v i n g  

i n  t h e  h o u s e ,  m y  w i f e  a l r e a d y  l i v e s  o u t  

o f  t o w n .   O n e  d a y  I ' m  g o i n g  t o  s e l l  a n d  
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m o v e ,  l i k e  w e  a l l  p l a n  t o ,  a n d  I  r e a l l y  

f e e l  o f f e n d e d  t h a t  a t  t h e  m o m e n t  o f  s a l e  

y o u  g u y s  a r e  g o i n g  t o  b e  i n  m y  w a l l e t  

s a y i n g  g i v e  u s  $ 2 0 , 0 0 0 ,  y o u  k n o w .   

A n d  I  a l s o  r e a l l y  d o n ' t  w a n t  t o  r i p  

u p  m y  l a w n ,  I ' v e  g o t  a  b e a u t i f u l  l a w n .   

W h y  d o  I  w a n t  t o  t e a r  t h a t  u p .   I  j u s t  

w a n t  t o  m a k e  o n e  t r e n c h  o u t  t o  t h e  s t r e e t  

f o r  t h e  s e w e r  a n d  t h a t ' s  d o n e .   

T w o  h o u s e s  u p  t h e y ' v e  g o t  s e w e r s ,  m y  

h a l f  o f  t h e  d e v e l o p m e n t ,  w e  d o n ' t  h a v e  

s e w e r s .   S o m e b o d y  m e n t i o n e d  a  m i n i - s y s t e m  

o r  s o m e t h i n g .   I  m e a n ,  t h a t  m i g h t  b e  

s m a r t ,  i f  y o u  h a d  m i n i  s e w a g e  t r e a t m e n t  

p l a n t s  i n  n e i g h b o r h o o d s  i n s t e a d  o f  - -  I  

m e a n ,  w h y  d o  y o u  g u y s  w a n t  t o  h a v e  

h u n d r e d s  o f  t h o u s a n d s  o f  l i t t l e  s e w a g e  

t r e a t m e n t  p l a n t s  a l l  o v e r  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y ?   

P u t  t h e  s t u f f  a l l  i n  o n e  p l a c e  a n d  t r e a t  

i t  i n  o n e  p l a c e .   T h a t ' s ,  y o u  k n o w .   M y  

t h i n g  i s  I  d o n ' t  l i k e  t h e  i m p a c t  o n  m e  

a n d  I  t h i n k  y o u  s h o u l d  h a v e  a  c e n t r a l i z e d  

s o l u t i o n ,  a n d  y o u  k n o w ,  b a s i c a l l y  t h a t ' s  

i t .   A s  i t  s t a n d s  n o w  I  o p p o s e  t h e  
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s y s t e m .   I  d o n ' t  o p p o s e  t h e  e n v i r o n m e n t ,  

I  t h i n k  w e  n e e d  t o  t r e a t  t h e  s t u f f ,  b u t  

y o u  k n o w ,  w h y  h a v e  1 0 0 , 0 0 0  l i t t l e  s e w a g e  

t r e a t m e n t  p l a n t s ?   

A n y w a y ,  o k a y ,  t h a n k s  v e r y  m u c h  f o r  

t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  t o  s p e a k .   

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   T h a n k  y o u .   

A l l  r i g h t .   T h a t ' s  t h e  l a s t  t h a t  I  

h a v e  t h a t  h a s  r e q u e s t e d  t o  s p e a k ,  b u t  I  

w a n t  t o  m a k e  t h e  o p p o r t u n i t y  a v a i l a b l e  t o  

a n y b o d y  - -  y e s ,  p l e a s e .   

M R .  K R O N E M B E R G :   C o u l d  I  a s k ,  w h y  

w a s  t h e  m e e t i n g  s c h e d u l e d  f o r  i n  t h e  

d a y t i m e  w h e n  9 0  p e r c e n t  o f  p e o p l e  a r e  

w o r k i n g ?    

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   T h e r e  w a s  o n e  

l a s t  n i g h t .  

T H E  W I T N E S S :   A n d  t h a t  w a s  w h a t ,  i n  

t h e  d a y t i m e ?   

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   N o ,  i t  w a s  

6 : 0 0  t o  a b o u t  9 .

M R .  K R O N E M B E R G :   6  t o  9  a n d  t h a t  w a s  

o u t  i n  R i v e r h e a d ?   H o w  c o m e  t h a t  w a s n ' t  

d o n e  h e r e ,  o u t  h e r e ?    
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C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   W e  t r i e d  t o  

f i t  t h e  t i m i n g  a n d  s o  f o r t h  w h e r e  - -  

M R .  K R O N E M B E R G :   B u t  m o s t  p e o p l e  a r e  

w o r k i n g  r i g h t  n o w .   W e ' r e ,  m o s t  o f  u s  

h e r e  a r e  p r o b a b l y  n o t  w o r k i n g ,  o r  

r e t i r e d ,  y o u  k n o w .    

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   O k a y .   I  

w o u l d  s u g g e s t  t h a t  b e f o r e  S e p t e m b e r  1 6 t h  

y o u  w r i t e  u s  a  l e t t e r  a n d  l e t  u s  k n o w  

y o u r  c o n c e r n  a b o u t  t h a t ,  a n d  w e  w i l l  

c o n s i d e r  i t .   O k a y .   

A n d  l i k e  I  m e n t i o n e d  e a r l i e r ,  t h e  

c o m m e n t s  a n d  s o  f o r t h  m a d e  t o d a y  w i l l  b e  

r e v i e w e d .   W e  w i l l  b e  r e s p o n d i n g  t o  t h e m  

a n d  y o u  w i l l  h a v e  a n  o p p o r t u n i t y ,  o n c e  

a g a i n ,  t o  m e e t  l i k e  t h i s  a n d  t a l k  a b o u t  

w h e t h e r  o r  n o t  w e  d i d  t h e  r i g h t  t h i n g  i n  

r e v i e w i n g  a n d  c o n s i d e r i n g  t h e  c o m m e n t s .  

M R .  K R O N E M B E R G :   C a n  w e  d o  i t  w h e n  

w e  h a v e  e v e r y b o d y  c a n  c o m e ?   Y o u  k n o w  

w h a t  I ' m  s a y i n g ?   I n s t e a d  o f  t i m e s  w h e n  

p e o p l e  a r e  w o r k i n g  t o d a y .

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   W e  w i l l  t a k e  

t h a t  i n t o  c o n s i d e r a t i o n ,  y e s .  
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A U D I E N C E  M E M B E R :   I  j u s t  w a n t  t o  

k n o w  h o w  y o u  w i l l  b e  - -  

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   C o u l d  y o u  

i d e n t i f y  y o u r s e l f ?   A n d  a c t u a l l y ,  w o u l d  

y o u  i d e n t i f y  - -  

M R .  K R O N E M B E R G :   K u r t  K r o n e m b e r g .   

M S .  G O E T Z :   H e  s p o k e  a l r e a d y .   

D e b o r a h  G o e t z .     

I  j u s t  w a n t  t o  k n o w  h o w  y o u ' l l  b e  

n o t i f y i n g  t h e  p u b l i c  o f  t h e  n e x t  m e e t i n g ,  

b e c a u s e  n o t  e v e r y b o d y  b e l o n g s  t o  a  c i v i c ,  

a n d  I  d o n ' t  k n o w  i f  t h e r e  w i l l  b e  a  

p u b l i c  n o t i c e  p u t  s o m e p l a c e  o r  - -  

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   I  w o u l d  

s u g g e s t  t h a t  a l l  o f  y o u  k e e p  t r a c k  o f  

w h a t ' s  g o i n g  o n  t h r o u g h  t h e  S u f f o l k  

C o u n t y  C o u n c i l  o n  E n v i r o n m e n t a l  Q u a l i t y  

w e b s i t e .   T h e r e ' s  m o r e  i n f o r m a t i o n  t h e r e  

t h a n  y o u  w i l l  e v e r  w a n t  t o  k n o w .   I t  h a s  

a l l  o u r  m e e t i n g s ,  i t  w i l l  h a v e  a n y  p u b l i c  

h e a r i n g s  t h a t  w e ' r e  r u n n i n g ,  i t  h a s  a l l  

t h e  p l a n s  t h a t  w e  h a v e  b e e n  d i s c u s s i n g  o n  

t h e  w e b s i t e ,  a n d ,  y o u  k n o w ,  i t ' s  j u s t  

f u l l  o f  i n f o r m a t i o n .  
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M S .  G O E T Z :   T h a n k  y o u .   

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   A n y b o d y  e l s e  

w a n t  t o  m a k e  a  f o r m a l  t a l k ?  

A U D I E N C E  M E M B E R :   M r .  S w a n s o n ,  a r e  

t h e r e  g o i n g  t o  b e  a n y  m o r e  p u b l i c  

h e a r i n g s  o n  t h i s  t o p i c ?   

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   A r e  t h e r e  

g o i n g  t o  b e  w h a t ?  

A U D I E N C E  M E M B E R :   A n y  m o r e  p u b l i c  

h e a r i n g s .

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   Y e s ,  w h e n  w e  

r e s p o n d  t o  t h e  q u e s t i o n s .   

A U D I E N C E  M E M B E R :   A n d  w h e n  w i l l  t h a t  

b e ?    

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   I  t h i n k  i t ' s  

s c h e d u l e d  f o r  N o v e m b e r .   I s  t h a t  n o t  

c o r r e c t ?   

M R .  C O R R A L :   D e f i n i t e l y  t h e  

a n t i c i p a t e d  s c h e d u l i n g  i s  b y  t h e  e n d  o f  

t h i s  y e a r  i t  w i l l  b e  a d d i t i o n a l  h e a r i n g s  

o n  t h e  F G E I S ,  w h i c h  w i l l  b e  r e s p o n d i n g  t o  

t h e  c o m m e n t s .

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   O k a y .   

M E M B E R  G U L B R A N S E N :   Q u e s t i o n  t o  t h e  
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l e f t .     

A U D I E N C E  M E M B E R :   J u s t  o n e  q u e s t i o n .

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   P l e a s e  

i d e n t i f y  y o u r s e l f .   

A U D I E N C E  M E M B E R :   N i c h o l a s  C a l d e r o n ,  

C - A - L - D - E - R - O - N .    

I ' m  j u s t  c u r i o u s ,  s i n c e  t h e  p l a n  i s  

5 0  y e a r s ,  w i l l  t h e r e  b e  o p p o r t u n i t i e s  t o  

p r o v i d e  i n p u t  o v e r  t h a t  t i m e  p e r i o d  a s  

w e l l ?   

C H A I R M A N  D R .  S W A N S O N :   I  p l a n  t o  b e  

o n  e v e r y  o n e  o f  t h e m .   

Y e s ,  t h e  i n t e n t i o n  i s  t o  h a v e  t h i s  

a s  b r o a d l y  a v a i l a b l e  a s  p o s s i b l e  a n d  t o  

b e  i n c l u s i v e .   

A l l  r i g h t .   S o  I  w a n t  t o  t h a n k  a l l  

o f  y o u  f o r  p a r t i c i p a t i n g .   T h i s  i s  a  

r e a l l y  i m p o r t a n t  p r o c e s s ,  a n d  i t ' s  

i m p o r t a n t  t h a t  y o u  k n o w  t h a t  S u f f o l k  

C o u n t y  r e q u i r e s  t h i s  i n  t h e  S u f f o l k  

C o u n t y  C h a r t e r .   C E Q  i s  i d e n t i f i e d  a s  

b e i n g  n e e d e d  i n  t h e  S u f f o l k  C o u n t y  

C h a r t e r .   S o  t h i s  i s  a  v e r y  i m p o r t a n t  

p r o c e s s  a n d  w e ' r e  v e r y  p l e a s e d  t h a t  y o u  
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p a r t i c i p a t e d .

T h a n k  y o u .  

A U D I E N C E  M E M B E R S :   T h a n k  y o u .   

( T i m e  N o t e d :   4 : 4 6  p . m . )  
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                   C E R T I F I C A T I O N

S T A T E  O F  N E W  Y O R K   )
                   )   s s
C O U N T Y  O F  S U F F O L K   )

I ,  D O N N A  C .  G I L M O R E ,  a  S h o r t h a n d  R e p o r t e r  

a n d  N o t a r y  P u b l i c  w i t h i n  a n d  f o r  t h e  S t a t e  o f  N e w  

Y o r k ,  d o  h e r e b y  c e r t i f y :

T H A T  t h e  f o r e g o i n g  t r a n s c r i p t  i s  a  t r u e  

a n d  a c c u r a t e  t r a n s c r i p t  o f  m y  o r i g i n a l  s t e n o g r a p h i c  

n o t e s .

I N  W I T N E S S  W H E R E O F ,  I  h a v e  h e r e u n t o  s e t  m y  

h a n d  t h i s  1 3 t h  d a y  o f  S e p t e m b e r ,  2 0 1 9 .

_ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _

      D O N N A  C .  G I L M O R E



 
Draft Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan 
Generic Environmental Impact Statement 

Public Comments Received August 16-October 16, 2019 

Interest Groups and Agencies 

   



1

Caniano, Anthony

From: Caniano, Anthony
Sent: Wednesday, September 4, 2019 12:32 PM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: The Foggiest Idea's comments re: The Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan
Attachments: Murdocco Comments Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan 2019.pdf

From: Richard Murdocco [mailto:rich.murdocco@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 04, 2019 11:34 AM 
To: Septic demo <Septicdemo@suffolkcountyny.gov>; Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Cc: Scully, Peter <Peter.Scully@suffolkcountyny.gov>; Black, Lisa <Lisa.Black@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: The Foggiest Idea's comments re: The Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan 

 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

Hello - 
 
My name is Richard Murdocco, and I am writing to submit The Foggiest Idea's feedback regarding county's 
efforts to curb nitrogen loadings within the groundwaters of Suffolk County. 
 
You can find TFI's remarks attached as a PDF. 
 
As you may be aware, The Foggiest Idea regularly reviews critical infrastructure projects in the 
region. In summary, substantive action should be taken by local government, but at mitigated cost to 
homeowners. 
 
Feel free to reach out if you need anything further. Thanks - 
 
RJM 
--  
President, 
The Foggiest Idea Inc. 
Phone: 1-631-560-1450 
www.TheFoggiestIdea.org 

Follow along on Twitter @TheFoggiestIdea 
LIKE The Foggiest Idea on Facebook 
 
The Award-Winning Resource 
on Real Estate Development. 

 



www.TheFoggiestIdea.org 
  Follow @TheFoggiestIdea on Twitter 

    LIKE The Foggiest Idea on Facebook 
The Award-Winning Resource on Land Use and Real Estate Development. 

#GetaFoggyIdea 

 

Phone: 631-560-1450 
Email: Rich@TheFoggiestIdea.org 

 

September 4, 2019 

To elected officials and policymakers within the Suffolk County Department of Health - 

 

My name is Richard Murdocco, and I am writing to submit public comments in regards to Suffolk County’s 

Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan. 

As part of the research process for its award-winning body of work on Long Island’s environmental and 

development issues, The Foggiest Idea regularly reviews the policy actions taken by local, state, and 
federal governments that impact communities throughout Nassau and Suffolk Counties. 

The plan under consideration lays out a series of policy actions that ambitiously seek to curb nitrogen 
loadings throughout the region. While the pursuit of such a goal is worthwhile, caution must be taken in 
regards to the mechanisms of this plan’s implementation – in short, the county must limit fiscal impact to 
residents while at the same time working to guarantee that local land use protections remain effective in 
curbing additional harm to ground and surface waters.  

As such, it is critically important that any strategy to limit nitrogen contamination is based upon the best 
available methodologies and data, as well as is effective in limiting out-of-pocket costs for already cost-
burdened home/property owners in need of a new wastewater system. Prevention of mandated septic 
upgrades at their sole expense through the leveraging of any available state and federal monies would be 
a good start. 

In addition, it is encouraging to see the document advocate for the continued purchasing open space for 
aquifer recharge, but the county must work with local municipalities to ensure the effectiveness of their 
zoning towards the prevention of harmful over-development on previously undisturbed parcels of land. 
Moving forward, future growth should be adaptive of obsolete land usage, and integrate clustered designs 
that maintain open spaces where feasible. 

Lack of sufficient land use controls result in an over-reliance on sewering to support growth, which both 
lowers local water tables and allows for higher developmental densities beyond the capacity of local 
infrastructure networks. 

There is no silver-bullet approach to Long Island’s water woes – but the Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan 
under consideration is a good starting point. Now, it’s up the county to ensure that implementation of this 

document is both fiscally manageable for Suffolk County residents and environmentally sustainable. 

 

Sincerely - 

 
Richard Murdocco 
 
Founder/President 
The Foggiest Idea Inc. 



































1 

 

     Water for Long Island 
    

 
 

September 16, 2019 

 

BY ELECTRONIC MAIL 

Ken Zegel, PE 

Suffolk County of Department of Health Services    

360 Yaphank Ave        

Suite 2B         

Yaphank, NY 11980 

ken.zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov 

 

Re: Comments on the Suffolk County Subwatersheds Plan GEIS 

 

Dear Mr. Zegel: 

 

We, the undersigned, are submitting the following comments on Suffolk County’s Subwatershed 

Wastewater Plan (SWP) Draft DGEIS.1 After reviewing the DGEIS for wastewater management and 

attending a sparsely attended public hearing (September 6, 2019) at Suffolk Community College, we 

also offer the following suggestions and recommendations.   

 

GENERAL COMMENT 

 

The environmental impact to the waters of Suffolk County from discharged wastewater (treated and 

untreated) raises a variety of problems, issues and concerns.  The impact to surface waters, which the 

Subwatershed Plan mainly addresses, raises a large set of issues and problems that are different from 

those connected with groundwater.  It is the current policy of Suffolk County that …“Nitrogen is 

public water enemy #1…)2  However, the second most significant water pollutant is volatile organic 

chemicals (VOCs) which is another priority contaminant group according to the 2015 Water 

Resources Plan.3 Even though there are hundreds of public water supply wells affected by VOCs 

across Suffolk County, there are less than 10 wells requiring active treatment for nitrates.  Therefore, 

the general conclusion from reviewing the DGEIS is that surface water quality will primarily benefit 

from the actions envisioned in the SWP.  However, these actions are not intended nor will they 

significantly protect groundwater from the chemicals that present the most imminent threat to drinking 

water quality.  These chemicals represent a significant impact that is inadequately addressed in the 

DGEIS and SWP.  

 

                                                 
1  Draft Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan Generic Environmental Impact Statement, Suffolk County Department of Health 
Services, June 2019.  
2  Suffolk County Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan, 2015. Executive Summary, pg. E-2.   
3 Ibid, Executive Summary, pg. E-2.   

Our Mission:  to work with Long Island water suppliers, governmental entities and officials, 

community and environmental groups, academic institutions, conservationists, individuals and 

others who are concerned about the water and drinking water conditions of Long Island and to 

advance actions for effective groundwater and water supply management. 

 

mailto:ken.zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov
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INSUFFICIENT PUBLIC NOTICE OF THE SWP 

 

There has been insufficient publicity for the public review and comment on the SWP.   Apart from a 

large article in Newsday regarding the plan in early August 2019, very little follow-up has appeared in 

the general media.  The two hearings were held in the last week of August when many people are on 

vacation and away.  A more expansive publicity blitz would have been expected for months in 

connection with a program as large and expensive as this will be.  Also, the short time for comment 

(30-days) and the time for public comment after the public hearings have (and will be) been 

insufficient.  We recommend that the public comment period be extended and more widely publicized.   

We represent many not-for-profit organizations on Long Island and we can report that our members 

and the vast majority of residents of the county are unaware of the SWP and the DGEIS that is before 

them for review and comment. 

 

REDUCTION OF NITROGEN IN GROUNDWATER 

 

The nitrogen problem in Long Island’s groundwater was first publicized in the Long Island 

Comprehensive Waste Treatment Plan that was prepared by the Long Island Regional Planning Board 

in 1978 pursuant to Section 208 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (PL 

92-500), which is usually referred to as the “Long Island 208 Study.” Over the last 41 years since the 

Long Island 208 Study was published, very few recommendations in the plan regarding the infiltration 

of nitrogen from onsite waste disposal systems into the groundwater have been implemented.  

Consequently, severe damage has been done to the environment and the economy.  Nitrogen 

discharging into the bays on both the North and South Shores via the groundwater, or directly, has 

damaged wetlands and the shell fish industry.  Hazardous algal blooms (HAB) have affected other 

wildlife, fisheries, and the tourist industry. 

 

With respect to drinking water, nitrogen levels do not appear to be a major problem as yet.  However, 

Suffolk County cannot continue to use its aquifers for both water supply and waste disposal without 

severe damage ultimately occurring.  Wastewater discharges contain not only nitrogen but a wide 

assortment of other pollutants that also degrade groundwater and lead to its contamination.  Given that 

it will take decades to implement the SWP, it is essential to start now on preventing increases in 

nitrogen and other compounds that will inevitably occur in the drinking water without action.   

 

SEWERING 

 

The SWP calls for installing traditional sewers in some areas where the onsite systems are 

inappropriate or impractical, such as areas where the water table is high or in densely populated areas.  

However, sewers carry their own impacts such as the impact to the offshore environment for 

secondarily treated sewage and the potential reduction in groundwater supply in some areas.  We 

recommend that the use of centralized sewer systems be minimized to the extent possible or strategies 

to recycle or recharge tertiary treated wastewaters should be developed.  

 

SYSTEM MAINTENANCE 

 

It is clear from the SWP that annual maintenance of the newly installed advance onsite systems will be 

necessary.  Experience with small, central waste water systems that serve shopping centers, 

condominium complexes and similar developments shows that the owners fail to routinely conduct 

maintenance.  Contaminants in discharges to groundwater and surface water from these “package-
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plants” are frequently well above discharge limits and violate their discharge permits.  If many of the 

hundreds of thousands homeowners fail to maintain their systems the purpose of the SWP will be 

defeated.   

 

We recommend that the County set up waste water treatment districts for on-site systems and give 

them the authority, obligation and funding to conduct annual maintenance on these systems.  Without 

this provision, the SWP’s impact on the reduction of nitrogen in the groundwater will be limited. 

 

EMERGING CONTAMINANTS 

 

Over the last few years, it has become clear that emerging contaminants, such as 1,4-dioxane and 

PFAS, have affected Long Island’s groundwater and public supply wells.  It will be necessary to 

address these compounds in the near future, as they (and many other compounds that will be detected 

in the future) will result in a large cost to public water system customers.  These chemicals are found in 

consumer products that will end up in wastewater.  It has been estimated that $840 million may be 

needed to address the 1,4-dioxane problem on Long Island.  While this estimate is not supported by the 

current level of impact, even the State of New York estimate of approximate $350 million, state-wide, 

is significant.    

 

It is unlikely that the advanced onsite waste water systems proposed in the SWP will reduce the 

concentrations of emerging contaminants entering the groundwater system.  We understand this area is 

the subject of considerable research; however, it is not demonstrated that the new systems can 

effectively remove emerging pollutants.  Results from the research into this issue that can be turned 

into action are probably years, if not a decades, away.   

 

One could argue that the SWP should be delayed until the problem of emerging contaminants is 

resolved.  However, as we indicate above, delaying the SWP risks making nitrogen in groundwater an 

even more difficult problem to address in the future and it does not resolve the current impacts that are 

already apparent.  In addition, addressing nitrogen alone is to miss the larger understanding that 

wastewater is a source for many hazardous pollutants that should not be discharged into the drinking 

water supply.  This program has not recognized that wastewater treatment by on-site systems, 

community systems and central treatment plants must improve over time to treat and remove many 

pollutants if wastewater is to be discharged back into the ground and groundwater (not to mention 

coastal waters).  The SWP should be expanded to prevent emerging chemicals, such as 1,4-dioxane, 

PFAS, personal care products, endocrine disruptors and the like from entering the groundwater. 

 

THE FUNDING PLAN IS NOT EQUITABLE 

 

Suffolk County proposes to offer grants to homeowners to upgrade their wastewater system, if the 

work is done voluntarily or for new construction.  Under the plan it would be necessary to upgrade on-

site systems at the time a property is sold; however, no grants would be available at this point.  We 

regard this limitation as counterproductive.  We are concerned that property transfers could 

significantly decline and this approach might needlessly affect the value of property making 

homeowners reluctant to sell.  Grants should be offered under all circumstances that trigger a property 

transfer. 

 

Secondly, there are many Suffolk County residents who are already in established conventional sewer 

districts and they fund wastewater treatment plants that contribute to solving the nitrogen problem.  In 
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some cases, the sewer fees are in the thousands of dollars.  These residents should be exempted from 

paying additional fees to underwrite the county-wide SWP.  Many of these residents have already paid 

twice (once for their own systems plus the cost from the Southwest Sewer District).  This practice 

should not be repeated.    

 

WATER FOR LONG ISLAND SUPPORTS THE SWP 

 

To remedy the near shore environmental damage and to protect Long Island’s groundwater for the 

foreseeable future, we support the implementation of the SWP, as long as an equitable funding system 

can be developed and a maintenance program outside the control of property owners is implemented.    

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Because the SWP is a forward looking program designed to prevent contamination, it should be 

expanded to improve groundwater protection from a larger list of pollutants other than nitrogen.  

SPDES permits that exist, and those granted in the future, should be enhanced to control many 

chemicals in today’s wastewater and to address chemicals that are identified in the future as pollutants 

of groundwater or surface water.  Also, the SWP should specifically make provision for upgrading the 

newly installed onsite systems if new technology becomes available to address emerging contaminants.  

 

If other, more effective systems are developed for addressing the nitrogen problem over the decades- 

long period of implementation, the SWP should be modified to allow them.  Also, the SWP should 

permit the use of closed septic systems that are in use in many other parts of New York State.  These 

systems are designed to eliminate any discharges to groundwater systems. 

 

Responses should be addressed to the following member of Water for Long Island: 

 

Nicholas Valkenburg, CPG 

3 Oakwood Place 

Huntington, NY 11743 

nickvalkenburg44@gmail.com 

631.416.8363 (mobile) 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Water for Long Island 

 

Nicholas Valkenburg, Hydrogeologist, CPG 

Sarah Meyland, MS, JD   

Elizabeth Bailey 

Dr. Charles Bevington 

Gerald Ottovino 

Paul Blum 

Karen Blumer, President, Open Space Council 

mailto:ickvalkenburg44@gmail.com


1

Caniano, Anthony

From: Zegel, Ken
Sent: Tuesday, September 17, 2019 3:37 PM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: Comments on Suffolk County's Subwatershed Plan

 
 

From: Karen Blumer [mailto:growingwild@icloud.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 4:46 PM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Cc: Scully, Peter <Peter.Scully@suffolkcountyny.gov>; Dale, Dorian <Dorian.Dale@suffolkcountyny.gov>; Krupski, Al 
<Al.Krupski@suffolkcountyny.gov>; Anker, Sarah <Sarah.Anker@suffolkcountyny.gov>; Kennedy, Leslie 
<Leslie.Kennedy@suffolkcountyny.gov>; Cilmi, Tom <Tom.Cilmi@suffolkcountyny.gov>; Hahn, Kara 
<Kara.Hahn@suffolkcountyny.gov>; Berland, Susan A. <Susan.Berland@suffolkcountyny.gov>; Fleming, Bridget 
<Bridget.Fleming@suffolkcountyny.gov>; Sunderman, Rudy <Rudy.Sunderman@suffolkcountyny.gov>; Muratore, Tom 
<Tom.Muratore@suffolkcountyny.gov>; Lindsay, William <William.Lindsay@suffolkcountyny.gov>; Trotta, Robert 
<Robert.Trotta@suffolkcountyny.gov>; McCaffrey, Kevin <Kevin.McCaffrey@suffolkcountyny.gov>; Gregory, DuWayne 
<DuWayne.Gregory@suffolkcountyny.gov>; Flotteron, Steven <Steven.Flotteron@suffolkcountyny.gov>; Donnelly, Tom 
<Tom.Donnelly@suffolkcountyny.gov>; Spencer, William <William.Spencer@suffolkcountyny.gov>; Chris Gobler 
<cgobler@notes.cc.sunysb.edu>; Dawydiak, Walter <Walter.Dawydiak@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: Comments on Suffolk County's Subwatershed Plan 

 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

 Open Space Council     
PO Box 275 • Brookhaven, NY 11719 

 
September 16, 2019 

                                                                                                 
Mr. Ken Zegel 
Suffolk County of Department of Health Services 
360 Yaphank Ave 
Suite 2B 
Yaphank, NY 11980 
Ken.zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov 
 
Re: Suffolk County's Subwatershed Plan  
 
cc: Peter Scuffy; Dorian Dale; SC legislators 
 
Dear Mr. Zegel: 
 
Open Space Council has submitted comments elsewhere on the County’s Subwatershed Wastewater Plan, 
joining with others collectively as Water for Long Island (WFLI), a coalition of groundwater experts and 
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organizations working to protect Long Island’s groundwater. Here we would simply like to highlight some of 
the comments we most strongly support. 
 
We support and congratulate the County for taking a watershed approach to water management, albeit, here as 
the Plan, we note that it is for surface water only. We encourage the development of gradual improvements over 
time in this approach. Surface and groundwater cannot be separated —hydrologically, ecologically, or legally. 
For the county to continue to do so is counterproductive to accomplishing the type of water management that is 
needed. 
 
As to the delineation of subwatersheds, we encourage the County to expand the capacity and size of the 
subwatersheds to their true inclusion as groundwater watersheds, from point of entry to point of discharge. To 
focus simply on surface water subwatersheds is not a sound basis for management. 
 
We encourage the County to heed our comments on the inadequacy of public notice, extend the time period for 
comments, and use whatever public information pathways are currently available, such as those being 
establshed by WFLI, NYS DEC, the LI Clean Water Partnership,  LICAP and the SCWA, to educate and 
inform the public. The dismal participation by the public on the growing need for management of its critical 
rescue, evidenced by poor attendance in the County’s hearings alone, should be noted. 
 
The County’s emphasis on nitrogen as a problem, resulting in what some consider “the Myth of Nitrogen,” to 
the exclusion of the many accompanying and equal, or greater, problems of concern, such as emerging toxic and 
carcinogenic contaminants, we feel needs serious re-consideration. Further, the extreme overwithdrawal of 
groundwater and its ramifications resulting from mismanaged sewering, while the County simultaneously 
promotes sewering that discharges to the ocean rather than receiving proper treatment and recharging to the 
aquifer, is not only of concern but does not bode well for successful subwatershed management. 
 
We emphasize here that the funding for making efficient new systems available to the public is not equitable. 
Nor is the process used by the County to select the systems that are approved for availability to the public, by 
offering only those systems provided freely by its manufacturers. A greater expansion of both efficient and 
protective systems must be made available to present to the public. To continue to tout systems that barely 
achieve a 19 ppm nitrogen standard, exceeding the legal limit, just because they are an improvement over 50 
ppm, is self-defeating and does not bode well for the future of our waters. Options for use must include closed 
systems, such as the compost toilet — commercial and residential size, and innovative, simple polishing beds 
recommended, for example, by Dr. Chris Gobler and Southampton research, to reduce nitrogen to 0 to 2 ppm 
and promote total removal of VOCs and other toxic substances. 
 
In general, we support and encourage the County’s work to improve nitrogen and other substance treatment and 
removal, with the accompanying caveats: 1) as long as an equitable funding system can be developed; 2) a 
maintenance program outside the control of property owners is implemented; and 3) a greater option for 
effective alternative systems is made available to the public, to include closed systems, such as those routinely 
permitted in other parts of New York State, Rhode Island, and Massachusetts, and efficient systems that go 
beyond simply those donated freely by manufacturers. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment. 
 

Karen  Blumer 
 
Karen Blumer 
President, Open Space Council 
Administrator, Carmans River Watershed Trust Fund 
Member, Water for Long Island and LI Clean Water Partnership 
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PO Box 142 • Shoreham, NY 11786 
631-821-3337 • growingwild@iCloud.com 
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Caniano, Anthony
Sent: Tuesday, September 17, 2019 4:04 PM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: Correction for last sentence in ¶4

 

From: Karen Blumer [mailto:growingwild@icloud.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 5:02 PM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Cc: Scully, Peter <Peter.Scully@suffolkcountyny.gov>; Dale, Dorian <Dorian.Dale@suffolkcountyny.gov>; Krupski, Al 
<Al.Krupski@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: Correction for last sentence in ¶4 

 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

Mr. Zegel: 
 
Corrected letter for the record, for 4th ¶ to read (please submit for the record, letter below to replace the 
original. Thanks): 
 
We encourage the County to heed our comments on the inadequacy of public notice, extend the time period for 
comments, and use whatever public information pathways are currently available, such as those being 
establshed by WFLI, NYS DEC, the LI Clean Water Partnership,  LICAP and the SCWA, to educate and 
inform the public. The dismal participation by the public on the growing need for management of its critical 
resource —water, as evidenced by poor attendance in the County’s hearings alone, should be noted. 
 
 

 Open Space Council     
PO Box 275 • Brookhaven, NY 11719 

 
September 16, 2019 

                                                                                                 
Mr. Ken Zegel 
Suffolk County of Department of Health Services 
360 Yaphank Ave 
Suite 2B 
Yaphank, NY 11980 
Ken.zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov 
 
Re: Suffolk County's Subwatershed Plan  
 
cc: Peter Scuffy; Dorian Dale; SC legislators 
 
Dear Mr. Zegel: 
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Open Space Council has submitted comments elsewhere on the County’s Subwatershed Wastewater Plan, 
joining with others collectively as Water for Long Island (WFLI), a coalition of groundwater experts and 
organizations working to protect Long Island’s groundwater. Here we would simply like to highlight some of 
the comments we most strongly support. 
 
We support and congratulate the County for taking a watershed approach to water management, albeit, here as 
the Plan, we note that it is for surface water only. We encourage the development of gradual improvements over 
time in this approach. Surface and groundwater cannot be separated —hydrologically, ecologically, or legally. 
For the county to continue to do so is counterproductive to accomplishing the type of water management that is 
needed. 
 
As to the delineation of subwatersheds, we encourage the County to expand the capacity and size of the 
subwatersheds to their true inclusion as groundwater watersheds, from point of entry to point of discharge. To 
focus simply on surface water subwatersheds is not a sound basis for management. 
 
We encourage the County to heed our comments on the inadequacy of public notice, extend the time period for 
comments, and use whatever public information pathways are currently available, such as those being 
establshed by WFLI, NYS DEC, the LI Clean Water Partnership,  LICAP and the SCWA, to educate and 
inform the public. The dismal participation by the public on the growing need for management of its critical 
resource —water, as evidenced by poor attendance in the County’s hearings alone, should be noted. 
 
The County’s emphasis on nitrogen as a problem, resulting in what some consider “the Myth of Nitrogen,” to 
the exclusion of the many accompanying and equal, or greater, problems of concern, such as emerging toxic and 
carcinogenic contaminants, we feel needs serious re-consideration. Further, the extreme overwithdrawal of 
groundwater and its ramifications resulting from mismanaged sewering, while the County simultaneously 
promotes sewering that discharges to the ocean rather than receiving proper treatment and recharging to the 
aquifer, is not only of concern but does not bode well for successful subwatershed management. 
 
We emphasize here that the funding for making efficient new systems available to the public is not equitable. 
Nor is the process used by the County to select the systems that are approved for availability to the public, by 
offering only those systems provided freely by its manufacturers. A greater expansion of both efficient and 
protective systems must be made available to present to the public. To continue to tout systems that barely 
achieve a 19 ppm nitrogen standard, exceeding the legal limit, just because they are an improvement over 50 
ppm, is self-defeating and does not bode well for the future of our waters. Options for use must include closed 
systems, such as the compost toilet — commercial and residential size, and innovative, simple polishing beds 
recommended, for example, by Dr. Chris Gobler and Southampton research, to reduce nitrogen to 0 to 2 ppm 
and promote total removal of VOCs and other toxic substances. 
 
In general, we support and encourage the County’s work to improve nitrogen and other substance treatment and 
removal, with the accompanying caveats: 1) as long as an equitable funding system can be developed; 2) a 
maintenance program outside the control of property owners is implemented; and 3) a greater option for 
effective alternative systems is made available to the public, to include closed systems, such as those routinely 
permitted in other parts of New York State, Rhode Island, and Massachusetts, and efficient systems that go 
beyond simply those donated freely by manufacturers. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to comment. 
 

Karen  Blumer 
 
Karen Blumer 
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President, Open Space Council 
Administrator, Carmans River Watershed Trust Fund 
Member, Water for Long Island and LI Clean Water Partnership 
PO Box 142 • Shoreham, NY 11786 
631-821-3337 • growingwild@iCloud.com 
 
 
 











 
 

 
545 Tompkins Avenue  |  3rd Floor  |  Mamaroneck, New York 10543  |  914-381-3140  |  www.savethesound.org 

 
 
October 8, 2019 
 
Ken Zegel, PE 
Associate Public Health Engineer 
Suffolk County Department of Health Services 
Office of Ecology 
360 Yaphank Avenue, Suite 2B 
Yaphank, NY 11980 
Via Email: ken.zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov 

 
Re: Save the Sound Comments on the Suffolk County Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan 
and Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement  
 

 

Dear Mr. Zegel, 

 

On behalf of Save the Sound, a 501(c)(3) non-profit corporation dedicated to protecting and 

restoring Long Island Sound and its tributary waterways, please accept these comments 

expressing our strong support for the Suffolk County Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan 

(SWP) and Draft Generic Environmental Impact Statement (DGEIS). 

 

Background 

Excess nitrogen (nitrogen pollution) entering the groundwater and coastal waters of Long 

Island is widely known to be a serious threat to the health of the inhabitants of the island 

both human and animal. It is already costing Long Island residents and businesses by 

degrading ecosystems, contaminating drinking water supplies, reducing coastal resiliency 

and harming the local economy. Sources of nitrogen pollution include septic systems, 

cesspools, wastewater treatment plants, polluted storm water runoff, and residential and 

agricultural fertilizers. Before recovery from damage already done can start, all of these 

sources must be addressed with a coordinated and timely strategy, such as the 

Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan. 

 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) region 1 and 2 released an updated 

strategy to reduce nitrogen inputs to Long Island Sound in December of 2015. This strategy 

specifically directed New York State and Connecticut to assess the local nitrogen loading in 

the bays, harbors and coves of Long Island Sound, and to set location-specific endpoints for 

nitrogen in locations found to be suffering from excess nitrogen. In 2016, the New York 

State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) released the Long Island Nitrogen 

Action Plan (LINAP) which provides a roadmap to reduce nitrogen that is consistent with 

the actions in the SWP. Together these plans show broad-based consensus on the federal, 

state and local level that nitrogen pollution is a very serious threat that warrants the 

coordinated, long term actions and investment contained in the SWP. 

http://www.savethesound.org/
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Support for the Suffolk County Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan  

Save the Sound strongly supports the SWP and the DGEIS. We feel the SWP provides an 

urgently needed countywide strategy to tackle nitrogen pollution in Long Island’s surface 

waters and groundwater. Specifically, the plan 1) provides a wastewater management 

strategy to reduce nitrogen pollution from point and non-point wastewater sources, 2) will 

drive the development of strategies to address nitrogen from non-wastewater sources by 

identifying waterbodies where additional mitigation measures may be required to restore 

water quality, 3) supports policymakers and stakeholders in making informed decisions on 

best management practices that address both types of source pollution, and 4) meets the 

goals set out in the EPA Nitrogen Strategy, NYS Long Island Nitrogen Action Plan, and the 

county’s Reclaim Our Water initiatives. 

 

Robust scientific research, supported by pilot studies in the field, confirm that replacing 

aging cesspools and septic systems with new Innovate/Alternative Onsite Wastewater 

Treatment Systems will dramatically reduce nitrogen reaching the groundwater and surface 

waters. Upgrading treatment plants, expanding sewer districts, incorporating green 

infrastructure, and fertilizer use restrictions will also reduce nitrogen loads. We have the 

solutions to bring about the needed reductions, now we need the shared commitment, 

funding and political will to get those solutions implemented on a large scale in Suffolk 

County.  

 

Under County Executive Bellone’s leadership, and with the support of many partners and 

stakeholders, Suffolk County has been successful creating innovative funding mechanisms 

to start this work. Save the Sound strongly supports the goal of establishing a stable and 

recurring funding mechanism to make the advanced onsite systems or sewer connections 

affordable for homeowners. A dedicated funding stream has proven effective in long term 

water quality restoration efforts in other parts of the country, such as Chesapeake Bay and 

Puget Sound, and will be critical to sustain this effort on the scale needed over the 50 years 

of the plan. 

 

Save the Sound strongly agrees with the inclusion of phosphorous reduction in the SWP and 

the goal of establishing ecological endpoints. Monitoring dissolved oxygen, chlorophyll-a, 

water clarity and algal blooms will establish the efficacy of site-specific nitrogen reduction 

efforts and allow for the refinement of those strategies as needed. We also agree with the 

integration of sea level rise and salinity data throughout the life cycle of the plan. Overall, 

we support the integrated approach detailed in the SWP which creates a solid scientific 

footing and allows for the flexibility needed to update strategies as more data and/or 

changing conditions are measured. 

 

 

 

http://www.savethesound.org/
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Recommendations 

Based on our participation in the public hearings on September 5 and 6, 2019 we offer the 

following recommendations for your consideration: 

 Address the impact on seniors selling their primary homes without having installed 

an Innovate/Alternative Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems by providing access 

to grants to cover expenses at that time. 

 In the plan itself, clearly identify how towns and villages will be engaged in meeting 

the goals of the plan. 

 When presenting the Innovate/Alternative Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems 

and the financing options for getting those installed, be sure to include the cost of 

maintenance on existing cesspools and onsite systems so homeowners do not have 

the misperception that their existing systems bare no costs. 

 Don’t let perfect be the enemy of the good. Emphasize the iterative nature of the 

plan and the fact that the public and elected officials will have ongoing input as 

different aspects are rolled out. 

 

In conclusion, we appreciate County Executive Steve Bellone and his staff for their 

leadership on Reclaim Our Water and DEC staff for its leadership on LINAP. Together with 

the Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan, we believe fully and expeditiously implementing these 

initiatives are the key to solving Long Island’s water quality crisis. We thank you for the 

opportunity to submit these comments on behalf of Save the Sound and our members. 

 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

 

Tracy Brown 

Director 

Save the Sound 
tbrown@savethesound.org 
914-574-7407 
 
 
 

http://www.savethesound.org/
mailto:tbrown@savethesound.org
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Zegel, Ken
Sent: Tuesday, October 15, 2019 10:14 AM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: Comments on SWP DGEIS
Attachments: Final Comments on WFLI letterhead_10_13_2019.pdf

 
 
From: Nicholas Valkenburg [mailto:nickvalkenburg44@gmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, October 13, 2019 3:33 PM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: Comments on SWP DGEIS 

 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

Dear Ken: 
 
Water for Long Island has taken this opportunity to supplement our comments on the Suffolk County 
Subwatersheds Plan DGEIS that were originally submitted on September 16, 2019 (see attachment).  The 
attached document contains minor modifications in our original comments and adds two signatories. 
 
Please confirm that you have received this email message. 
 
We look forward to your response. 
 
Regards 
Nick Valkenbiurg 
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     Water for Long Island 
    

 
 

October 13, 2019 

 

BY ELECTRONIC MAIL 

Ken Zegel, PE 

Suffolk County of Department of Health Services    

360 Yaphank Ave        

Suite 2B         

Yaphank, NY 11980 

ken.zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov 

 

Re: Comments on the Suffolk County Subwatersheds Plan DGEIS 

 

Dear Mr. Zegel: 

 

We, the undersigned, are submitting the following comments on Suffolk County’s Subwatershed 

Wastewater Plan (SWP) Draft DGEIS.1 After reviewing the DGEIS for wastewater management and 

attending a sparsely attended public hearing (September 6, 2019) at Suffolk Community College, we 

also offer the following suggestions and recommendations.  These comments complement the letter we 

originally submitted on September 16, 2019 with two additional signatories. 

 

GENERAL COMMENT 

 

The environmental impact to the waters of Suffolk County from discharged wastewater (treated and 

untreated) raises a variety of problems, issues and concerns.  The impact to surface waters, which the 

Subwatershed Plan mainly addresses, raises a large set of issues and problems that are different from 

those connected with groundwater.  It is the current policy of Suffolk County that …“Nitrogen is 

public water enemy #1…)2  However, the second most significant water pollutant is volatile organic 

chemicals (VOCs) which is another priority contaminant group according to the 2015 Water 

Resources Plan.3 Even though there are hundreds of public water supply wells affected by VOCs 

across Suffolk County, there are less than 10 wells requiring active treatment for nitrates.  Therefore, 

the general conclusion from reviewing the DGEIS is that surface water quality will primarily benefit 

from the actions envisioned in the SWP.  However, these actions are not intended nor will they 

significantly protect groundwater from the chemicals that present the most imminent threat to drinking 

water quality.  These chemicals represent a significant impact that is inadequately addressed in the 

DGEIS and SWP.  

                                                 
1  Draft Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan Generic Environmental Impact Statement, Suffolk County Department of Health 
Services, June 2019.  
2  Suffolk County Comprehensive Water Resources Management Plan, 2015. Executive Summary, pg. E-2.   
3 Ibid, Executive Summary, pg. E-2.   

Our Mission:  to work with Long Island water suppliers, governmental entities and officials, 

community and environmental groups, academic institutions, conservationists, individuals and 

others who are concerned about the water and drinking water conditions of Long Island and to 

advance actions for effective groundwater and water supply management. 

 

mailto:ken.zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov
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INSUFFICIENT PUBLIC NOTICE OF THE SWP 

 

We reiterate that there has been insufficient publicity for the public review and comment on the SWP.   

Apart from a large article in Newsday regarding the plan in early August 2019, very little follow-up has 

appeared in the general media.  The two hearings were held in the last week of August when many 

people are on vacation and away.  A more expansive publicity blitz would have been expected for 

months in connection with a program as large and expensive as this will be.  We do appreciate the fact 

that the deadline for comments has been extended until October 16, 2019, which will help residents of 

Long Island gain an understanding of this program.  However, we continue to recommend that Suffolk 

County step up the publicity campaign in the meantime. We represent many not-for-profit 

organizations on Long Island and we can report that our members and the vast majority of residents of 

the county are unaware of the SWP and the DGEIS that is before them for review and comment. 

 

REDUCTION OF NITROGEN IN GROUNDWATER 

 

The nitrogen problem in Long Island’s groundwater was first publicized in the Long Island 

Comprehensive Waste Treatment Plan that was prepared by the Long Island Regional Planning Board 

in 1978 pursuant to Section 208 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972 (PL 

92-500), which is usually referred to as the “Long Island 208 Study.” Over the last 41 years since the 

Long Island 208 Study was published, very few recommendations in the plan regarding the infiltration 

of nitrogen from onsite waste disposal systems into the groundwater have been implemented.  

Consequently, severe damage has been done to the environment and the economy.  Nitrogen 

discharging into the bays on both the North and South Shores via the groundwater, or directly, has 

damaged wetlands and had virtually destroyed the shell fish industry.  Hazardous algal blooms (HAB) 

have affected other wildlife, fisheries, and the tourist industry. 

 

With respect to drinking water, nitrogen levels do not appear to be a major problem as yet.  However, 

Suffolk County cannot continue to use its aquifers for both water supply and waste disposal without 

severe damage ultimately occurring.  Wastewater discharges contain not only nitrogen but a wide 

assortment of other pollutants that also degrade groundwater and lead to its contamination.  Given that 

it will take decades to implement the SWP, it is essential to start now on preventing increases in 

nitrogen and other compounds that will inevitably occur in the drinking water without action.   

 

SEWERING 

 

The SWP calls for installing traditional sewers in some areas where the onsite systems are 

inappropriate or impractical, such as areas where the water table is high or in densely populated areas.  

However, sewers carry their own impacts such as the impact to the offshore environment for 

secondarily treated sewage and the potential reduction in groundwater supply in some areas.  We 

recommend that the use of centralized sewer systems be minimized to the extent possible or strategies 

to recycle or recharge tertiary treated wastewaters be developed.  

 

SYSTEM MAINTENANCE 

 

It is clear from the SWP that annual maintenance of the newly installed advance onsite systems will be 

necessary.  Experience with small, central waste water systems that serve shopping centers, 

condominium complexes and similar developments shows that the owners fail to routinely conduct 
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maintenance.  Contaminants in discharges to groundwater and surface water from these “package-

plants” are frequently well above discharge limits and violate their discharge permits.  If many of the 

hundreds of thousands homeowners fail to maintain their systems the purpose of the SWP will be 

defeated.   

 

We recommend that the County set up waste water treatment districts for on-site systems and give 

them the authority, obligation and funding to conduct annual maintenance on these systems.  Without 

this provision, the SWP’s impact on the reduction of nitrogen in the groundwater will be limited. 

 

EMERGING CONTAMINANTS 

 

Over the last few years, it has become clear that emerging contaminants, such as 1,4-dioxane and 

PFAS, have affected Long Island’s groundwater and public supply wells.  It will be necessary to 

address these compounds in the near future, as they (and many other compounds that will ultimately be 

detected in the future) will result in a large cost to public water system customers.  These chemicals are 

found in consumer products that will end up in wastewater.  It has been estimated that $840 million 

may be needed to address the 1,4-dioxane problem on Long Island.  While this estimate is not 

supported by the current level of impact, even the State of New York estimate of approximate $350 

million, state-wide, is significant.    

 

It is unlikely that the advanced onsite waste water systems proposed in the SWP will reduce the 

concentrations of emerging contaminants entering the groundwater system.  We understand this area is 

the subject of considerable research; however, it is not demonstrated that the new systems can 

effectively remove emerging pollutants.  Results from the research into this issue that can be turned 

into action are probably years, if not a decades, away.   

 

One could argue that the SWP should be delayed until the problem of emerging contaminants is 

resolved.  However, as we indicate above, delaying the SWP risks making nitrogen in groundwater an 

even more difficult problem to address in the future and it does not resolve the current impacts that are 

already apparent.  In addition, addressing nitrogen alone is to miss the larger understanding that 

wastewater is a source for many hazardous pollutants that should not be discharged into the drinking 

water supply.  This program has not recognized that wastewater treatment by on-site systems, 

community systems and central treatment plants must improve over time to treat and remove many 

pollutants if wastewater is to be discharged back into the ground and groundwater (not to mention 

coastal waters).  The SWP should be expanded over time to prevent emerging chemicals, such as 1,4-

dioxane, PFAS, personal care products, endocrine disruptors and the like from entering the 

groundwater. 

 

THE FUNDING PLAN IS NOT EQUITABLE 

 

Suffolk County proposes to offer grants to homeowners to upgrade their wastewater system, if the 

work is done voluntarily or for new construction.  Under the plan it would be necessary to upgrade on-

site systems at the time a property is sold; however, no grants would be available at this point.  We 

regard this limitation as counterproductive.  We are concerned that property transfers could 

significantly decline and this approach might needlessly affect the value of property making 

homeowners reluctant to sell.  Grants should be offered under all circumstances that trigger a property 

transfer. 
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Secondly, there are many Suffolk County residents who are already in established conventional sewer 

districts and they fund wastewater treatment plants that contribute to solving the nitrogen problem.  In 

some cases, the sewer fees are in the thousands of dollars.  These residents should be exempted from 

paying additional fees to underwrite the county-wide SWP.  Many of these residents have already paid 

twice (once for their own systems plus the cost from the Southwest Sewer District).  This practice 

should not be repeated.    

 

WATER FOR LONG ISLAND SUPPORTS THE SWP 

 

To remedy the near shore environmental damage and to protect Long Island’s groundwater for the 

foreseeable future, we support the implementation of the SWP, as long as an equitable funding system 

can be developed and a maintenance program outside the control of property owners is implemented.    

 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

 

Because the SWP is a forward looking program designed to prevent contamination, it should be 

expanded to improve groundwater protection from a larger list of pollutants other than nitrogen.  

SPDES permits that exist, and those granted in the future, should be enhanced to control many 

chemicals in today’s wastewater and to address chemicals that are identified in the future as pollutants 

of groundwater or surface water.  Also, the SWP should specifically make provision for upgrading the 

newly installed onsite systems if new technology becomes available to address emerging contaminants.  

 

If other, more effective systems are developed for addressing the nitrogen problem over the decades- 

long period of implementation, the SWP should be modified to allow them.  Also, the SWP should 

permit the use of closed septic systems that are in use in many other parts of New York State.  These 

systems are designed to eliminate any discharges to groundwater. 

 

Responses should be addressed to the following member of Water for Long Island: 

 

Nicholas Valkenburg, CPG 

3 Oakwood Place 

Huntington, NY 11743 

nickvalkenburg44@gmail.com 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

Water for Long Island 

 

Nicholas Valkenburg, Hydrogeologist, CPG 

Sarah Meyland, MS, JD   

Elizabeth Bailey 

Dr. Charles Bevington 

Gerald Ottovino 

Paula Blum 

Karen Blumer, President, Open Space Council 

Sandra D’Arcangelo 

Ed Olmstead 

Jane Thomas 

mailto:ickvalkenburg44@gmail.com
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Caniano, Anthony
Sent: Tuesday, November 12, 2019 12:57 PM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: Comment letter for subwatershed plan DGIS
Attachments: Washington Case.pdf; Nutrient Bioextraction2.pdf

 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Robert Wemyss [mailto:wemyss58@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, October 14, 2019 7:48 PM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: Comment letter for subwatershed plan DGIS 
 
 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
I request the the County consider the court case regulatory issues with shellfish aquaculture and review compliance with 
the nationwide permit reporting requirement. At the same time the county should remove shellfish aquaculture from 
the plan nutrient  bio extraction is a fake.  
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UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
WESTERN DISTRICT OF WASHINGTON

AT SEATTLE

THE COALITION TO PROTECT PUGET
SOUND HABITAT, 

                                 Plaintiff,

                     v.

U.S. ARMY CORPS. OF ENGINEERS, et al.,

                                  Defendants,

                   and

TAYLOR SHELLFISH COMPANY, INC.,

                                  Intervenor - Defendant.
_____________________________________

CENTER FOR FOOD SAFETY,

Plaintiff,

v.

U.S. ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS, et al., 

Defendants,

                   and

PACIFIC COAST SHELLFISH GROWERS
ASSOCIATION,

                                Intervenor - Defendant.

Case No. C16-0950RSL

            Case No. 17-1209RSL

ORDER HOLDING NWP 48
UNLAWFUL IN THE STATE OF
WASHINGTON AND
REQUESTING ADDITIONAL
BRIEFING

This matter comes before the Court on cross-motions for summary judgment filed by the

parties and intervenors in the above-captioned matters. Dkt. # 36, # 44, and # 45 in C16-

Case 2:17-cv-01209-RSL   Document 65   Filed 10/10/19   Page 1 of 24
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0950RSL; Dkt. # 31, # 43, and # 44 in C17-1209RSL. The Court has also considered the

Swinomish Indian Tribal Community’s submission in a related case, C18-0598RSL (Dkt. # 28).

Plaintiffs challenge the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers’ issuance of Nationwide Permit 48

(“NWP 48”) authorizing discharges, structures, and work in the waters of the United States

related to commercial shellfish aquaculture activities. Plaintiffs argue that the Corps failed to

comply with the Clean Water Act (“CWA”), the National Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”),

and the Endangered Species Act (“ESA”) when it reissued NWP 48 in 2017. They request that

the decision to adopt NWP 48 in Washington1 be vacated under the Administrative Procedures

Act (“APA”) and that the Corps be required to comply with the environmental statutes before

issuing any new permits or verifications for commercial shellfish aquaculture in this State.2

BACKGROUND

The CWA authorizes the Army Corps of Engineers to issue permits for the discharge of

dredged or fill material into the navigable waters of the United States. 33 U.S.C. § 1344(a). If the

Corps determines that activities involving discharges of dredged or fill material “are similar in

nature, will cause only minimal adverse environmental effects when performed separately, and

will have only minimal cumulative adverse effect on the environment,” it may issue general

permits on a state, regional or nationwide basis permitting the activities for a five year period. 33

1 The Coalition to Protect Puget Sound Habitat seeks to bar the use of NWP 48 only in Puget
Sound.

2 The Court finds that one or more members of plaintiff Center for Food Safety has/have
standing to pursue the CWA, NEPA, and ESA claims based on their concrete, particularized, and
imminent injuries arising from activities in Washington that are permitted under the 2017 version of
NWP 48.

ORDER HOLDING NWP 48 UNLAWFUL 
IN THE STATE OF WASHINGTON AND 
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U.S.C. § 1344(e). “[T]he CWA imposes substantive restrictions on agency action” (Greater

Yellowstone Coalition v. Flowers, 359 F.3d 1257, 1273 (10th Cir. 2004)): if “the effect of a

general permit will be more than minimal, either individually or cumulatively, the Corps cannot

issue the permit” (Wyoming Outdoor Council v. U.S. Army Corps of Eng’rs, 351 F. Supp. 2d

1232, 1255-57 (D. Wyo. 2005)). General permits often impose requirements and standards that

govern the activities undertaken pursuant to the permit, but they relieve operators from the more

burdensome process of obtaining an individual, project-based permit.

In 2017, the Corps reissued NWP 48, thereby authorizing “the installation of buoys,

floats, racks, trays, nets, lines, tubes, containers, and other structures into navigable waters of the

United States. This NWP also authorizes discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the

United States necessary for shellfish seeding, rearing, cultivating, transplanting, and harvesting

activities.” NWP003034. The nationwide permit authorizes(a) the cultivation of nonindigenous

shellfish species as long as the species has previously been cultivated in the body of water at

issue, (b) all shellfish operations affecting ½ acre or less of submerged aquatic vegetation, and

(c) theall operations affecting more than ½ acre of submerged aquatic vegetation if the area had

been used for commercial shellfish aquaculture activities at any point in the past 100 years.

NWP003034-35.3 

In addition to the CWA’s requirement that the Corps make “minimal adverse effect”

findings before issuing a general permit, “NEPA imposes procedural requirements on federal

agencies to analyze the environmental impact of their proposals and actions.” O’Reilly v. U.S.

3 The 100-year look back provision was not in the 2012 version of NWP 48.

ORDER HOLDING NWP 48 UNLAWFUL 
IN THE STATE OF WASHINGTON AND 
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Army Corps of Engr’s, 477 F.3d 225, 228 (5th Cir. 2007). Federal agencies are required to do an

environmental assessment (“EA”) of their proposed action, providing a brief discussion of the

anticipated environmental impacts and enough evidence and analysis to justify a no-significant-

impact determination. 40 C.F.R. § 1508.9. If the agency, after conducting an EA, is unable to

state that the proposed action “will not have a significant effect on the human environment,” a

more detailed and comprehensive environmental impact statement (“EIS”) must be prepared. 40

C.F.R. § 1508.11 and § 1508.13.4 

The Corps’ EA regarding the 2017 reissuance of NWP 48 is presented in a Decision

Document dated December 21, 2016. NWP003034-3116. An additional condition was later

imposed by the Seattle District through its Supplemental Decision Document dated March 19,

2017. COE 127485-611. The Court has considered both Decision Documents to the extent they

reflect the Corps’ analysis of the anticipated environmental impacts of issuing the nationwide

permit and imposing the additional regional condition. The Decision Documents set forth the

Corps’ discussion of anticipated environmental impacts and the evidence and analysis justifying

its determination “that the issuance of [NWP 48] will not have a significant impact on the quality

of the human environment,” making an EIS unnecessary under NEPA. NWP003106. The

Decision Documents also reflect the Corps’ determination that the “activities authorized by

[NWP 48] will result in no more than minimal individual and cumulative adverse effects on the

aquatic environment” for purposes of the CWA. NWP003107. The Seattle District, for its part,

concluded that if it added a regional condition preventing the commercial harvest of clams by

4 “Impact” and “effect” are used interchangeably in the regulations and are deemed synonymous.
40 C.F.R. § 1508.8. 
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means of hydraulic escalator equipment and evaluated proposed activities as they were verified

under the reissued permit, the effects of the permitted activities would be individually and

cumulatively minimal. COE 127592-93.

Plaintiffs argue that these conclusions must be invalidated under the APA because the

record does not support the Corps’ conclusions regarding the environmental effects of individual

shellfish aquaculture activities or their cumulative impacts and the EA does not accurately

describe the anticipated environmental impacts of NWP 48 or otherwise justify a no-significant-

impact determination. Under the APA, a reviewing court must set aside agency actions, findings,

or conclusions that are “arbitrary, capricious, an abuse of discretion, [] otherwise not in

accordance with law” or “without observance of procedure required by law.” 5 U.S.C.

§ 706(2)(A) and (D). Agency action is arbitrary and capricious “if the agency has relied on

factors which Congress has not intended it to consider, entirely failed to consider an important

aspect of the problem, offered an explanation for its decision that runs counter to the evidence

before the agency, or is so implausible that it could not be ascribed to a difference in view or the

product of agency expertise.” Motor Vehicle Mfrs. Ass’n v. State Farm Mut. Auto. Ins. Co., 463

U.S. 29, 43 (1983). Although agency predictions within the agency’s area of expertise are

entitled to the highest deference, they must nevertheless have a substantial basis in fact. Ctr. for

Biological Diversity v. Zinke, 900 F.3d 1053, 1067 (9th Cir. 2018). In determining whether a

decision is supported by substantial evidence in the record, the Court will not substitute its own

judgment for that of the agency but rather considers whether the decision is based on relevant

evidence that a reasonable mind might accept as adequate to support the agency’s conclusion.

ORDER HOLDING NWP 48 UNLAWFUL 
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San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Auth. v. Jewell, 747 F.3d 581, 601 (9th Cir. 2014).5

DISCUSSION

Having reviewed the submissions of the parties and the administrative record, and having

heard the arguments of counsel, the Court finds that there is insufficient evidence in the record to

support the agency’s conclusion that the reissuance of NWP 48 in 2017 would have minimal

individual and cumulative adverse impacts on the aquatic environment for purposes of the CWA

and that the Corps’ environmental assessment does not satisfy NEPA’s requirements. Although

the minimal impacts finding is repeated throughout the Corps’ Decision Document (see

NWP003038, NWP003045-46, NWP003049, NWP003051, NWP003091, NWP003107), it is

based on little more than (1) selectively chosen statements from the scientific literature, (2) the

imposition of general conditions with which all activities under nationwide permits must

comply, and (3) the hope that regional Corps districts will impose additional conditions and/or

require applicants to obtain individual permits if necessary to ensure that the adverse impacts

will be minimal. Each of these considerations is discussed below.

(1) Effects Analysis

At various points in its analysis, the Corps acknowledges that commercial shellfish

aquaculture activities can have adverse environmental impacts. See NWP003040 (commercial

5 Plaintiffs also argue that the agency action should be invalidated because the Corps (a) failed to
analyze a reasonable range of alternative actions in the EA, (b) failed to allow for meaningful public
participation, and (c) failed to re-initiate consultation with expert wildlife agencies under the ESA when
the 2017 version of NWP 48 was modified to increase the acreage on which commercial shellfish
production was authorized, failed to incorporate assumed conservation measures and conditions, and
failed to analyze the impacts of pesticides on endangered species. Because the Court finds that the Corps
violated the CWA and NEPA, it has not considered these alternative theories for why NWP 48 should
be invalidated.
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shellfish aquaculture activities “have some adverse effects on the biotic and abiotic components

of coastal waters, including intertidal and subtidal areas”); Id. (noting that “at a small spacial

scale (e.g., the site directly impacted by a specific aquaculture activity) there will be an adverse

effect.”); NWP003041 (acknowledging “some impacts on intertidal and subtidal habitats, fish,

eelgrass, and birds”); NWP003042 (recognizing that “commercial shellfish aquaculture activities

do have some adverse effects on eelgrass and other species that inhabit coastal waters”); COE

127559 (stating that “marine debris is a serious impact on the marine environment”); COE

127570 (acknowledging “potential adverse impacts” to riffle and pool complexes); COE 127584

(noting that “[c]ommercial shellfish aquaculture activities can result in conversion of substrates

(e.g. mudflats to gravel bars), impacts to submerged aquatic vegetation, alteration in aquatic

communities from native to non-native shellfish species, and water quality impacts from harvest

activities”). It concludes that these impacts are no more than minimal, however, (a) when

considered on a landscape rather than a site-by-site scale, (b) because the relevant ecosystems

are resilient, and (c) because the impacts are “relatively mild” in comparison “to the disturbances

and degradation caused by coastal development, pollution, and other human activities in coastal

areas.” NWP003040 and NWP003044. 

(a) Scale of Impacts Evaluation

In determining the potential effects of a proposed discharge of dredged or fill material in

an aquatic environment, the Corps is required to determine the nature and degree of the

environmental impact the discharge will have, both individually and cumulatively.

“Consideration shall be given to the effect at the proposed disposal site of potential changes in

substrate characteristics and elevation, water or substrate chemistry, nutrients, currents,

ORDER HOLDING NWP 48 UNLAWFUL 
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circulation, fluctuation, and salinity, on the recolonization and existence of indigenous aquatic

organisms or communities.” 40 C.F.R. § 230.11(e) (emphasis added). Ignoring or diluting site-

specific, individual impacts by focusing solely on a cumulative, landscape-scale analysis is not

consistent with the governing regulations.   

(b) Resilient Ecosystems

The Decision Document issued by Corps Headquarters acknowledges that “[t]he effects

of commercial shellfish aquaculture activities on the structure, dynamics, and functions of

marine and estuarine waters are complicated, and there has been much discussion in the

scientific literature on whether those effects are beneficial or adverse.” NWP003040. Relying in

large part on a paper published by Dumbauld and McCoy for the U.S. Department of Agriculture

in 2015, the Corps concluded that the individual and cumulative impacts of the activities

authorized by NWP 48 would be minimal “because the disturbances caused by these activities

on intertidal and subtidal ecosystems are temporary and those ecosystems have demonstrated

their ability to recover from those temporary disturbances.” NWP003045-46.6 

6 The Corps also cites a 2009 paper co-written by Dumbauld, which it describes as “a review of
empirical evidence of the resilience of estuarine ecosystems and their recovery (including the recovery
of eelgrass) after disturbances caused by shellfish aquaculture activities.” NWP003044. The Corps relies
on the 2009 Dumbauld paper to support its conclusion that commercial shellfish production can have
beneficial impacts on some aspects of the aquatic environment. See NWP003406 (“Many species co-
exist with commercial shellfish aquaculture activities and many species benefit from these activities.”);
NWP003086 (noting improved water and habitat quality at moderate shellfish population densities);
NWP003087 (“Activities authorized by this NWP may alter habitat characteristics of tidal waters. Some
species of aquatic organisms will benefit from those changes, while others will be adversely affected.”);
NWP003104 (“Sessile or slow-moving animals in the path of discharges of dredged or fill material and
aquaculture equipment may be destroyed. Some aquatic animals may be smothered by the placement of
fill materials. Some aquatic organisms will inhabit the physical structure created by equipment used for
commercial shellfish aquaculture activities.”). The fact that there are environmental winners and losers
when activities authorized under NWP 48 are undertaken does not resolve the issue of whether the

ORDER HOLDING NWP 48 UNLAWFUL 
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Dumbauld and McCoy’s research cannot justify such a broad, sweeping conclusion

regarding the resilience of entire ecosystems in both the intertidal and subtidal zones. According

to the Corps’ own summary of the paper, the authors evaluated only the effects of oyster

aquaculture activities on submerged aquatic vegetation. NWP003044. The paper itself shows

that Dumbauld and McCoy were studying the effects of intertidal oyster aquaculture on the

seagrass Zostera marina. There is no discussion of the impacts on other types of aquatic

vegetation, on the benthic community, on fish, on birds, on water quality/chemistry/structures, or

on substrate characteristics. There is no discussion of the subtidal zone. There is no discussion

regarding the impacts of plastic use in shellfish aquaculture and only a passing reference to a

possible side effect of pesticide use. The Corps itself does not remedy these deficiencies:

although it identifies various resources that will be adversely impacted by issuance of the

national permit (along with resources that may benefit from shellfish production), it makes

virtually no effort to characterize the nature or degree of those impacts. The Decision

Document’s “Impact Analysis” consists of little more than an assurance that district engineers

will consider the direct and indirect effects caused by the permitted activity on a regional or

case-by-case basis. NWP003073-74.

proposed agency action has more than minimal impacts or obviate the need for a “hard look” at all
impacts, beneficial and adverse. Native Ecosys. Council v. U.S. Forest Serv., 428 F.3d 1233, 1238-39
(9th Cir. 2005). The 2009 review clearly shows, and the Corps acknowledges, that at least some aquatic
species and characteristics are adversely affected by commercial shellfish aquaculture. The Ninth
Circuit, faced with a similar situation under NEPA, noted that “even if we had some basis for assuming
that [the agency’s] implementation of the BiOp would have exclusively beneficial impacts on the
environment, we would still lack a firm foundation for holding that [the agency] need not prepare an EA
and, if necessary, an EIS.” San Luis & Delta-Mendota Water Auth. v. Jewell, 747 F.3d 581, 652 n.52
(9th Cir. 2014).  
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Under the CWA, the Corps must find that the proposed activity “will cause only minimal

adverse environmental effects when performed separately, and will have only minimal

cumulative adverse effect on the environment” before it issues a general permit. 33 U.S.C.

§ 1344(e). Under NEPA, the Corps is required to “[b]riefly provide sufficient evidence and

analysis for determining whether to prepare an environmental impact statement or a finding of

no significant impact.” 40 C.F.R. § 1508.9(a)(1). The agency is required to take a “hard look” at

the likely environmental impacts of the proposed action and prepare an EA to determine whether

the impacts are significant enough to necessitate the preparation of an EIS. Native Ecosys.

Council, 428 F.3d at 1238-39. The analysis, though brief, “must be more than perfunctory” and

must be based on “some quantified or detailed information; . . . [g]eneral statements about

possible effects and some risk do not constitute a hard look absent a justification regarding why

more definitive information could not be provided.” Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Ctr. v. Bureau

of Land Mgmt., 387 F.3d 989, 993-94 (9th Cir. 2004) (alteration in original, citations omitted). 

In this case, the Corps acknowledged that reissuance of NWP 48 would have foreseeable

environmental impacts on the biotic and abiotic components of coastal waters, the intertidal and

subtidal habitats of fish, eelgass, and birds, the marine substrate, the balance between native and

non-native species, pollution, and water quality, chemistry, and structure, but failed to describe,

much less quantify, these consequences. The Corps cites the two Dumbauld papers for general

statements regarding the positive or negative effects of shellfish aquaculture on certain aquatic

resources or characteristics (focusing on seagrass), but it makes no attempt to quantify the

effects or to support its conclusion that the effects are no more than minimal.  

Even if the health and resilience of seagrass were the only concern - and, as discussed

ORDER HOLDING NWP 48 UNLAWFUL 
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above, it is not - the 2015 Dumbauld and McCoy paper cannot reasonably be interpreted as

evidence that seagrass is only minimally impacted by commercial shellfish aquaculture. As

noted above, the paper evaluated only the effect of oyster aquaculture. In that context, it

recognized the research suggesting that oyster aquaculture has direct impacts on native

seagrasses at the site of the activity and in short temporal spans. These impacts are then ignored

by both Dumbauld and the Corps in favor of a landscape, cumulative analysis which, as

discussed above, is inadequate. Just as importantly, NWP 48 authorizes the discharge of dredged

and fill material from not only oyster operations, but also from mussel, clam, and geoduck

operations carried out on bottom substrate, in containers, and/or on rafts or floats. Thus,

Dumbauld and McCoy did not evaluate, and drew no conclusions regarding, the impact that

many of the activities authorized by NWP 48 would have on seagrass (much less other aquatic

resources). The Seattle District, for its part, acknowledged the breadth of species and cultivation

techniques that are encompassed in the phrase “commercial shellfish aquaculture.” A draft

cumulative impact assessment generated in February 2017 dedicated twenty-five pages to

discussing the wide range of work and activities covered by NWP 48 and noting the species-

dependent variability in cultivation techniques, gear, and timing. COE 125591-616.7 These

variations gave rise to a wide array of effects on the aquatic habitat (COE 125635-36), none of

which is acknowledged or evaluated in the national Decision Document. In its Supplement, the

Seattle District noted:

7 The Corps acknowledges that the draft regional impact assessment “was a NEPA-level
analysis,” but faulted the author because that level of analysis should be performed by Headquarters for
a nationwide permit. COE 125856. No comparable analysis is included in the national Decision
Document, however. 
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The impacts to eelgrass from aquaculture can be temporary, depending on the
activity, because the habitat conditions themselves (elevation, water quality, etc.)
are not permanently altered which allows eelgrass to eventually recover given
sufficient time. In Washington State, the timeframe for recovery has been
documented to be about 5 years depending on the activity and other factors. For
example, when a geoduck farm is seeded it is covered with tubes and nets for 2 or
more years and then the tubes and nets are removed until harvest, 3-5 years later.
The eelgrass would have died back under the nets, had a chance to return when
nets were removed, and then eelgrass is disturbed/removed again when harvest
occurs. While this process allows for eelgrass return at the site, the frequency of
disturbance and relatively long recovery times result in a local habitat condition
where eelgrass more often than not is either not present or present at a much
reduced functional state. This effect would persist as long as aquaculture is
occurring at the site. In some cases, such as when nets are placed over planted
clam beds, any eelgrass is likely to be permanently smothered and not recover.
This is because of the permanence of the nets, which are only removed between
harvest and the next planting cycle. The time between harvest and planting may
only be a matter of weeks or months. Other impacts are discussed in the national
decision document. This existing cycle of impacts to eelgrass represents the
existing environment from aquaculture activities authorized under NWP [48] 2012;
and these or similar effects may continue if verification under NWP 48 2017 is
requested and received.

COE 127587-88. 

Agency predictions within their areas of expertise are entitled to the highest deference,

but they must have a substantial basis in fact. The Corps recognized that certain shellfish

operations would displace eelgrass entirely for extended periods of time. In some cases, nets are

used to smother the vegetation, precluding any chance of recovery. Where smothering nets are

not in use, the eelgrass may recover to some extent, but was not likely to return to is full

functional state before being disturbed and/or removed again for the next harvest or seeding
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activity. The impacts of commercial shellfish aquaculture on eelgrass (and presumably on all

species that rely on eelgrass) would continue as long as the permitted activity continued. Under

the 2017 version of NWP 48, a significant number of additional acres that were not cultivated

under the 2012 NWP could be put into shellfish aquaculture if the area had been commercially

productive during the past 100 years. See COE 118145-49; COE 127584. Any such “reopened”

beds could result in additional losses of seagrass and the benefits it provides. COE 127589

(“[F]or many current operations, verification under NWP 2017 will create no appreciable change

to the baseline environmental conditions, and the impacts will be minimal both individually and

cumulatively.8 For other operations, however, activities may create a change in current

conditions, for example if activities are proposed on land populated with recovered eelgrass.”).

The national Decision Document does not quantify the periodic and permanent losses of

seagrass9 or the impact on the wider aquatic environment. A reasonable mind reviewing the

8 By quoting this portion of the Seattle District Supplement, the Court is not adopting its
reasoning. National, regional, and state permits issued under the authority of the CWA last for only five
years. When a NWP is reissued, the environmental impacts of the agency action logically include all
activities conducted under the auspices of the permit, regardless of whether those operations are brand
new or are simply “verified” as covered by the reissued NWP. The governing regulations expressly
impose upon the Corps the obligation to consider the ongoing effects of past actions when conducting a
cumulative impacts analysis. 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7. See Ohio Valley Envtl. Coalition v. Hurst, 604 F.
Supp. 2d 860, 886-87 (S.D. W. Va. 2009) (rejecting the Corps’ post hoc rationalization that past
authorizations of moutaintop mining had no continuing effects and noting that, in the court’s “common
sense judgment,” “[t]hese losses and impacts do not exist in a vacuum; they are not corrected or cured
every five years with the renewal of a new nationwide permit. Nor do these accumulated harms become
the baseline from which future impacts are measured. Before authorizing future activities with such
tremendous impacts, the Corps must at least consider the present effects of past activities . . . .”). 

9 The cumulative impacts of reissuing NWP 48 are to be analyzed in accordance with 40 C.F.R.
§ 230.7(b)(3), pursuant to which the Corps must predict “the number of activities expected to occur until
the general permit expires.” NWP003043. The Corps’ estimates of how many acres are likely to be
cultivated under the reissued national permit vary widely, however. The estimate provided in Section
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record as a whole would not accept Dumbauld and McCoy’s limited findings regarding the

landscape-level impact of oyster cultivation on a species of seagrass in the intertidal zone as

support for the conclusion that entire ecosystems are resilient to the disturbances caused by

shellfish aquaculture or that the impacts of those operations were either individually or

cumulatively minimal.

(c) Impacts of Other Human Activity

Although the Corps does not rely on this line of reasoning in opposing plaintiffs’ motions

for summary judgment, its Decision Document is replete with various forms of the following

statement: “[c]ommercial shellfish aquaculture activities are a minor subset of human activities

that affect coastal intertidal and subtidal habitats and contribute to cumulative effects to those

coastal habitats.” NWP003041. See also NWP003040; NWP003042-44; NWP003061;

NWP003068; NWP003075-76; NWP003081; NWP003083-85. To the extent the Corps’

minimal impacts determination is based on some sort of comparison between the environmental

impacts of shellfish aquaculture and the environmental impacts of the rest of human activity (see

7.2.2 of the Decision Document states that NWP 48 will be utilized 1,625 times over the five-year
period, resulting in impacts to approximately 56,250 acres of water. NWP003098. Those numbers are
reportedly based on past uses of the NWP plus an estimate of the number of activities that did not
require pre-construction notification and were not voluntarily reported to the Corps district. Id.
According to the Seattle District, however, over 56,000 acres of marine tidelands were permitted under
the 2012 version of NWP 48 in Washington State alone, and that number was only going to increase
under the 2017 version. COE 127590. Recognizing the long history of commercial shellfish operations
in the State’s waters and the 100-year look back for identifying “existing” operations, the Seattle
District estimated that 72,300 acres of Washington tidelands could be authorized for commercial
shellfish production under the 2017 NWP 48. COE 127590-92. Thus, even if Headquarters had
attempted to quantify the proposed action’s impacts on seagrass (or any other aquatic resource) before
reissuing NWP 48, its data regarding past uses of the permit was incorrect and its estimates of future
uses are suspect.
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NWP003046 (commercial shellfish aquaculture activities “cause far less change to the

environmental baseline than the adverse effects caused by development activities, pollution, and

changing hydrology that results from the people living and working in the watersheds that drain

to coastal waters . . .”); NWP003078 (“[T]here are many categories of activities that contribute

to cumulative effects to the human environment. The activities authorized by this NWP during

the 5-year period it will be in effect will result in no more than minimal incremental

contributions to the cumulative effects to these resource categories.”); NWP003081 (“The

activities authorized by this NWP will result in a minor incremental contribution to the

cumulative effects to wetlands, streams, and other aquatic resources in the United States

because, as discussed in this section, they are one category of many categories of activities that

affect those aquatic resources.”)), the analysis is inadequate. NEPA and the CWA were enacted

because humans were adversely affecting the environment to a noticeable and detrimental extent.

See 42 U.S.C. § 4331(a) (Congressional recognition of “the profound impact of man’s activity

on the interrelations of all components of the natural environment”); 33 U.S.C. § 1251(a) (“The

objective of [the CWA] is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity

of the Nation’s waters.”). Noting that a particular environmental resource is degraded is not an

excuse or justification for further degradation. The Corps must analyze the individual and

cumulative impacts of the proposed activity against the environmental baseline, not as a

percentage of the decades or centuries of degrading activities that came before. 

The Corps makes a similarly untenable argument whenever the use of pesticides in a

shellfish operation permitted under NWP 48 is discussed. While acknowledging that these

substances are used and released into the environment during permitted activities, the Corps
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declines to consider the environmental impacts of pesticides because they are regulated by some

other entity. See NWP003077. Even if the Corps does not have jurisdiction to permit or prohibit

the use of pesticides, it is obligated to consider “other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable

future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such

other actions.” NWP003074 (quoting 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7). The Corps’ decision to ignore the

foreseeable uses and impacts of pesticides in the activities it permitted on a nationwide basis

does not comport with the mandate of NEPA or with its obligations under the CWA. Having

eschewed any attempt to describe the uses of pesticides in commercial shellfish aquaculture or to

analyze their likely environmental impacts, the decision to permit such activities through NWP

48 cannot stand.

(2) General Conditions of NWP 48

In making its minimal impact determinations, the Corps relied in part on the general

conditions imposed on all nationwide permits. NWP003072. According to the Corps, the

prohibitions it has imposed against impacts on the life cycle movements of indigenous aquatic

species (general condition 2), spawning areas (general condition 3), migratory bird breeding

areas (general condition 4), concentrated shellfish beds (general condition 5), and endangered or

threatened species (general condition 18), and the requirements that permittees use non-toxic

materials (general condition 6) and confer with other regulatory agencies as needed (general

condition 19) will ensure that the individual and cumulative environmental effects of NWP 48

are minimal. Even if the Court were to assume that the general conditions will be universally

heeded, regulatory fiat does not satisfy NEPA’s requirement that the EA contain “sufficient

evidence and analysis for determining whether to prepare an environmental impact statement or
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a finding of no significant impact.” 40 C.F.R. § 1508.9(a)(1). The general conditions are just

that: general. They apply to all NWPs and do not reflect a “hard look” at the environmental

sequellae of commercial shellfish aquaculture. For purposes of the CWA, the general conditions

on which the Corps relies do not necessarily prohibit substantial impacts: general condition 3,

for example, precludes the most destructive of activities in spawning areas but leaves

unregulated many activities that could significantly impact those areas. In addition, the general

conditions relate to only some of the environmental resources the Corps acknowledges are

impacted by the permitted activities and do not address the cumulative impacts of commercial

shellfish aquaculture at all. 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7 (“Cumulative impacts can result from

individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.”). 

The Court does not intend to suggest, and is not suggesting, that the general terms and

conditions imposed on a nationwide, regional, or state permit cannot be relevant to and

supportive of a finding of minimal impacts. They are simply too general to be the primary “data”

on which the agency relies when evaluating the impacts of the permitted activities.

(3) Regional Conditions and District Engineers

Any permit authorizing activities on a nationwide level runs the risk of sanctioning

activities that have more than minimal environmental impacts. In order to safeguard against that

risk, regional district engineers have the discretionary authority to modify, suspend, or revoke

the NWP within a particular region or class of waters, to add regional conditions to the NWP, to

impose special conditions on a particular project, and/or to require an applicant to seek an

individual permit. NWP003037 (citing 33 C.F.R. §§ 330.4(e) and 330.5). Although permittees

may generally proceed with activities authorized by an NWP without notifying the district
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engineer, (33 C.F.R. § 330.1(e)(1)), general condition 18(c) requires the submission of a pre-

construction notification (“PCN”) if the proposed activity may affect or is in the vicinity of a

species listed or habitat designated as critical under the ESA. Because all aquaculture operations

in the State of Washington occur in waters where there are threatened/endangered species and/or

critical habitat, applicants who seek to operate under the auspices of NWP 48 in this State must

submit a PCN and obtain a “verification” that the activity falls within the terms of the permit and

that the requirements of the ESA have been satisfied. COE 127592. “For a project to qualify for

verification under a general permit, a Corps District Engineer must conclude that it complies

with the general permit’s conditions, will cause no more than minimal adverse effects on the

environment, and will serve the public interest.” Sierra Club v. U.S. Army Corps of Eng’rs, 803

F.3d 31, 39 (D.C. Cir. 2015) (citing 33 C.F.R. §§ 330.1(e)(2), 330.6(a)(3)(i)). 

There is nothing arbitrary, capricious, or unlawful about having the regional district

engineer review site-specific proposals to “cement [Headquarters’] determination that the

projects it has authorized will have only minimal environmental impacts.” Ohio Valley Envtl.

Coalition v. Bulen, 429 F.3d 493, 501 (4th Cir. 2005). Tiering the review and decision-making

tasks is permissible, but there must be a national decision document that actually evaluates the

impacts of the proposed activity in light of any regional conditions imposed. The problems here

are that the Corps’ minimal impact determinations were entirely conclusory and the regional

conditions that it assumed would minimize impacts were not in place at the time NWP 48 was

adopted. The record is devoid of any indication that the Corps considered regional data,

catalogued the species in and characteristics of the aquatic environments in which commercial

shellfish aquaculture activities occur, considered the myriad techniques, equipment, and
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materials used in shellfish aquaculture, attempted to quantify the impacts the permitted activity

would likely have on the identified species and characteristics, or evaluated the impacts of the

as-yet-unknown regional conditions. 

Faced with incredible diversity in both the environment and the activities permitted under

NWP 48, the Corps effectively threw up its hands and turned the impact analyses over to the

district engineers. The “Impact Analysis” section of the national Decision Document simply

reiterates the district engineer’s powers to revoke, modify, or condition the NWP and directs the

district engineers to make minimal adverse environmental effects determinations after

considering certain factors. NWP003073-74. Its “Cumulative Effects” analysis bluntly

acknowledges that “[i]t is not practical or feasible to provide quantitative data” regarding the

cumulative effects of NWP 48 other than the estimated number of times the permit will be used.

NWP003081.  

Because a nationwide analysis was impossible, the task of conducting a cumulative

impacts analysis in specific watersheds was devolved to the district engineers. NWP003077.

Even where adverse impacts are acknowledged, the Corps ignores its obligation to analyze and

quantify them, instead relying on the district engineers to perform the analysis on a project-by-

project basis. In the context of the public interest discussion regarding impacts to fish and

wildlife, for example, the Corps recognizes that NWP 48 may “alter the habitat characteristics of

tidal waters,” that “[s]ome species of aquatic organisms will benefit from those changes, while

other species will be adversely affected,” and that equipment used in commercial shellfish

operations may impede bird feeding activities and trap birds.” NWP003087. It then states:

The pre-construction notification requirement[] provides the district engineer with
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an opportunity to review those activities and assess potential impacts on fish and
wildlife values and ensure that the authorized activity results in no more than
minimal adverse environmental effects.

Id. This abdication of responsibility is not authorized under the CWA or NEPA.10 

As discussed in the preceding sections, Headquarters’ prediction that the issuance of

NWP 48 would have minimal individual and cumulative impacts on the environment, though

repeatedly stated in the Decision Document, is not based on relevant evidence that a reasonable

mind might accept as adequate to support the agency’s conclusion, and the inclusion of general

permit conditions does not obviate the need to analyze the impacts of proposed federal action.

Thus, the Corps’ impact analyses are based in large part on the hope that district engineers will

mitigate any adverse environmental effects by revoking NWP 48, imposing regional or project-

based conditions, and/or requiring an applicant to seek an individual permit. In this context, the

Court finds that the Corps may not rely solely on post-issuance procedures to make its pre-

issuance minimal impact determinations. See Bulen, 429 F.3d at 502 (“We would have

substantial doubts about the Corps’ ability to issue a nationwide permit that relied solely on post-

10 The Corps’ analysis with regards to plastic debris discharged into the marine environment is
even more problematic. The Corps acknowledges the many public comments raising concerns about the
introduction of plastics into the marine food web, but relies on the fact that “[d]ivision engineers can
impose regional conditions to address the use of plastics” in response to these concerns. NWP003402.
The Seattle District, for its part, declined to quantify the impact of plastics, instead noting that “it would
not be a practicable solution to regionally condition NWP 48 to not allow the use of PVC and HDPE
gear as there are no current practicable alternatives to use of the materials.” COE 127559. The CWA
requires the Corps to make minimal adverse effect findings before issuing a general permit. If, as
appears to be the case with regards to the discharge of plastics from the permitted operations, the Corps
is unable to make such a finding, a general permit cannot issue. The Corps has essentially acknowledged
that it needs to individually evaluate the impacts of a particular operation, including the species grown,
the cultivation techniques/gear used, and the specific location, before it can determine the extent of the
impacts the operation will have. 
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issuance, case-by-case determinations of minimal impact, with no general pre-issuance

determinations. In such a case, the Corps’ ‘determinations’ would consist of little more than its

own promise to obey the law.”).  

CONCLUSION

A nationwide permit can be used to authorize activities involving the discharge of

dredged or fill material only if the Corps makes a determination that the activity will have only

minimal individual and cumulative adverse effects on the environment. In issuing NWP 48, the

Corps has opted to interpret the “similar in nature” requirement of 33 U.S.C. § 1344(e)(1)

broadly so that all commercial shellfish aquaculture activities in the United States could be

addressed in a single nationwide permit. That choice has made assessing the impacts of disparate

operations difficult: the Corps essentially acknowledges that the permitted activity is performed

in such different ways and in such varying ecosystems that evaluating impacts on a nationwide

level is nearly impossible. It tries to avoid its “statutory obligations to thoroughly examine the

environmental impacts of permitted activities” by promising that the district engineers will do it.

Hurst, 604 F. Supp. 2d at 901-02. The Court finds that the Corps has failed to adequately

consider the impacts of commercial shellfish aquaculture activities authorized by NWP 48, that

its conclusory findings of minimal individual and cumulative impacts are not supported by

substantial evidence in the record, and that its EA does not satisfy the requirements of NEPA

and the governing regulations.

For all of the foregoing reasons, plaintiffs’ motions for summary judgment (Dkt. # 36 in

C16-0950RSL and Dkt. # 31 in C17-1209RSL) are GRANTED and defendant’s and intervenors’

cross-motions (Dkt. # 44 and # 45 in C16-0950RSL and Dkt. # 43 and # 44 in C17-1209RSL)
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are DENIED. The Corps’ issuance of a nationwide permit, at least with respect to activities in

the waters of the State of Washington, was arbitrary and capricious and not in accordance with

NEPA or the CWA. Pursuant to 5 U.S.C. § 706(2), the Court holds unlawful and sets aside NWP

48 insofar as it authorizes activities in Washington. 

The only remaining issue is whether NWP 48 should be vacated outright to the extent it

has been applied in Washington, thereby invalidating all existing verifications, or whether equity

requires that the permit be left in place while the agency performs an adequate impact analysis

and environmental assessment to correct its unlawful actions. Idaho Farm Bureau Fed’n v.

Babbitt, 58 F.3d 1392, 1405 (9th Cir. 1995).   

Although not without exception, vacatur of an unlawful agency action normally
accompanies a remand. Alsea Valley All. v. Dep’t of Commerce, 358 F.3d 1181,
1185 (9th Cir. 2004). This is because “[o]rdinarily when a regulation is not
promulgated in compliance with the APA, the regulation is invalid.” Idaho Farm
Bureau Fed’n[, 58 F.3d at 1405]. When equity demands, however, the regulation
can be left in place while the agency reconsiders or replaces the action, or to give
the agency time to follow the necessary procedures. See Humane Soc. of U.S. v.
Locke, 626 F.3d 1040, 1053 n.7 (9th Cir. 2010); Idaho Farm Bureau Fed’n, 58
F.3d at 1405. A federal court “is not required to set aside every unlawful agency
action,” and the “decision to grant or deny injunctive or declaratory relief under
APA is controlled by principles of equity.” Nat’l Wildlife Fed’n v. Espy, 45 F.3d
1337, 1343 (9th Cir. 1995) (citations omitted).

All. for the Wild Rockies v. United States Forest Serv., 907 F.3d 1105, 1121 (9th Cir. 2018).

Courts “leave an invalid rule in place only when equity demands that we do so.” Pollinator

Stewardship Council v. U.S. E.P.A., 806 F.3d 520, 532 (9th Cir. 2015) (internal quotation marks

and citation omitted). When determining whether to leave an agency action in place on remand,
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we weigh the seriousness of the agency’s errors against “the disruptive consequences of an

interim change that may itself be changed.” Cal. Cmties. Against Toxics v. U.S. E.P.A., 688

F.3d 989, 992 (9th Cir. 2012). In the context of environmental regulation, courts consider

whether vacating the invalid rule would risk environmental harm and whether the agency could

legitimately adopt the same rule on remand or whether the flaws were so fundamental that it is

unlikely the same rule would result after further analysis. Pollinator Stewardship, 806 F.3d at

532.  

Despite the fact that both plaintiffs clearly requested vacatur as the remedy for unlawful

agency action, defendants provided very little evidence that would justify a departure from the

presumptive relief in this APA action. The federal defendants state that additional briefing as to

remedy should be permitted once the seriousness of the agency’s error is determined. The

intervenors assert that vacatur would cause disruption in the Washington shellfish farms and

industry, including significant impacts to employees and the communities in which they live.

Neither tact is compelling. The substantive defects in the agency’s analysis when adopting the

2017 NWP are significant, the existing record suggests that adverse environmental impacts will

arise if NWP 48 is not vacated, and, given the nature of the analytical defects and record

evidence that seagrass is adversely impacted in the immediate vicinity of shellfish aquaculture, it

seems unlikely that the same permit could issue following remand. As for the disruptive

consequences to Washington businesses, employees, and communities, more information is

required. As plaintiffs point out, shellfish growers can apply for individual permits (as they did

before 2007). In addition, the Court has the equitable power to allow a period of time in which

growers can avail themselves of that process before the existing verifications would be
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invalidated or to fashion some other equitable remedy to minimize both the risks of

environmental harm and any disruptive consequences.

While the current record does not support deviation from the presumptive remedy for an

APA violation, the Swinomish Indian Tribal Community has requested an opportunity to be

heard regarding the scope of the remedy. C18-0598RSL (Dkt. # 28). Swinomish also challenge

the Corps’ minimal impacts analyses in reissuing NWP 48, but, unlike the plaintiffs in the

above-captioned matters, does not seek vacatur of verifications or permits issued under the

NWP. The Court will accept additional briefing regarding the appropriate remedy.

Because there is a presumption in favor of vacatur, defendants, intervenors, and

Swinomish will be the moving parties and may file motions, not to exceed 15 pages, regarding

the appropriate relief for the APA violations discussed above. Only one motion may be filed in

each of the three cause numbers at issue, C16-0950RSL, C17-1209RSL, and C18-0598RSL. The

motions, if any, shall be filed on or before October 30, 2019, and shall be noted for consideration

on November 15, 2019. Plaintiffs’ responses, if any, shall not exceed 15 pages. Replies shall not

exceed 8 pages.

The Clerk of Court is directed to docket a copy of this order in Swinomish Indian Tribal

Community v. Army Corps of Engineers, C18-0598RSL.

Dated this 10th day of October, 2019.

A      
Robert S. Lasnik
United States District Judge
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Zegel, Ken
Sent: Thursday, October 17, 2019 10:01 AM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: Seatuck's comments on the  SC Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan

 
 

From: TURNER [mailto:redknot@optonline.net]  
Sent: Wednesday, October 16, 2019 5:25 PM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Cc: Enrico Nardone <egnardone@seatuck.org>; mdunn@seatuck.org 
Subject: Seatuck's comments on the SC Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan 

 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

Hi Ken: Nice chatting with you earlier today.  As I mentioned, you should touch base with Maureen 
Dunn who could most competently take you through the details of the work and findings that 
Seatuck's consultant developed for the Great South Bay. 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------
--------------------------------- 

In regard to the Suffolk County Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan, Seatuck hereby submits the 
following comments for the Department's consideration. We ask that the comments be included in 
the set of public comments received for the Plan: 

1.  General - in total the plan is an excellent document; it is both comprehensive and detailed and 
provides a clear delineation of the water quality problems facing the County.  Further, it lays out a 
realistic and effective roadmap for implementing strategies to comprehensively address these water 
quality problems. Having said this, Seatuck believes the Plan can be improved by incorporating the 
following two issues into the Plan.  

2.   Water Reuse - water reuse or water recycling is a proven strategy for reducing nitrogen into 
groundwater supplies and surface waters. Approximately 2.5 billions of freshwater are reused daily 
in the United States, achieving a variety of important purposes such as landscape and food crop 
irrigation and augmenting groundwater supplies and freshwater wetlands. On Long Island, the 
Riverhead STP/Indian Island County Golf Course project has successfully reduced nitrogen inputs 
into Peconic River/Bay by an estimated 1.2 tons annually. It also provides a significant conservation 
benefit by eliminating the need to pump nearly 63 million gallons of water on an annual basis from 
the groundwater supply.  Water reuse shows great promise in Suffolk County, given the fact that 
there are several dozen sewage treatment plants within a half-mile of a reuse target, especially golf 
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courses. No other strategy has the potential to so quickly and meaningfully reduce nitrogen inputs 
into groundwater and coastal waters.   

Seatuck believes the implementation of water reuse projects should be one of the top three 
recommendations in the Plan and, accordingly urges that Chapter 8 of the Plan be amended to 
include a recommendation that Suffolk County undertake a countywide Water Reuse Feasibility 
Study to guide the implementation of these reuse projects. This study should assess the technical, 
financial, logistical, and social issues relating to the implementation of water reuse in the county from 
which a proposed list of prioritized projects would be developed. 

3. Amend Barrier Island Breach Policy - the existing breach in eastern Great South Bay has had 
demonstrable ecological and water quality benefits. Despite this, if the breach had occurred outside 
of the federal wilderness zone of the Fire Island National Seashore it would have been filled as were 
the other three breaches caused by Superstorm Sandy.  This reality is due to the fact that current NY 
State Breach policy calls for the immediate closure of all breaches.  

Given the benefits, stated above, of the existing breach, Seatuck believes NY should draft a more 
nuanced breach policy, in which each breach is assessed on a case-by-case basis to determine if it 
should be closed or be allowed to remain open. Seatuck suggests the County Plan include a 
recommendation that urges the state to revise its current breach policy by developing a nuanced 
policy that evaluates the location and other characteristics of each breach before making a 
determination on its fate.  

Seatuck appreciates the opportunity to provide these comments and looks forward to the County's 
response to the issues raised herein.  

Respectfully submitted, 

John Turner, Conservation Policy Advocate 

Seatuck Environmental Association  

 

 

 

 

 

 

     



 
 

 

To:     Council on Environmental Quality 

Date:  October 16, 2019 

RE:     SWP- Priority areas for Sewering and I/A OWTS 

 Baywood Community, Inlet View Path, East Moriches, N.Y. 

 

Dear Ladies and Gentlemen: 

On behalf of our Association I am registering an objection to the inclusion of our 

community, Baywood, as a “Priority” area in the Subwatershed Wastewater Plan.   It is 

our understanding that this “Priority” designation will require us to either construct 

sewers or install I/A OWTSs. 

Baywood is a residential community consisting of 69 homes.   All the homes have been 

constructed during the last 35 years and all are being served by septic tanks and leaching 

pools.  All the homes are built in areas which have greater than 10 feet to groundwater 

(with most ground contours exceeding eighteen feet).  The population density of the 

community is, overall, one house per two acres.   The sewage disposal systems in our 

community are well within accepted guidelines to protect ground and surface waters and 

requiring additional treatment facilitates is unwarranted. To require us to construct sewers 

or advanced systems places an unnecessary financial burden on our residents and will 

negatively impact our property values.  

We would appreciate confirmation that we have been removed from the “Priority” 

designation.  Feel free to contact me at 631 878-8808.  We look forward to hearing from 

you. 

Sincerely, 

 

Steve Keegan 

BPOA President   

 

Cc:  Bridget Fleming, Legislator 2
nd

 District 

 Al Krupski, Legislator 1
st
 District 

 Baywood Residents 
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Caniano, Anthony
Sent: Thursday, August 29, 2019 2:58 PM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: Comments on the Subwatershed Plan
Attachments: Tonjes comments on the SC Subwatersheds Plan.docx

From: David Tonjes [mailto:david.tonjes@stonybrook.edu]  
Sent: Monday, August 26, 2019 4:54 PM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov>; Larry Swanson <Larry.Swanson@stonybrook.edu> 
Subject: Comments on the Subwatershed Plan 

 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

Hi Mr. Zegel, and CEQ Chair Swanson: 
 
Attached please find my comments on the subwatershed plan, submitted as a Suffolk County citizen and not in 
any role as a Stony brook University employee. 
 
 
--  
David J. Tonjes 
Research Associate Professor 
Graduate Program Director 
 
Department of Technology and Society 
1424 (old) Computer Science Bldg. 
100 Nicolls Rd. 
Stony Brook University 
Stony Brook, NY 11794-4404 
  
631-632-8518 
david.tonjes@stonybrook.edu 
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Comments on the Suffolk County Subwatersheds Plan and associated DGEIS 

Submitted by: 

David J. Tonjes 
48 Oakwood Rd. 
Huntington, NY 11743 

 

The current plan depends upon four premises: 

1) Nitrogen is the cause of ecosystem malfunctions in Long Island waters 

2) If N is the cause, then residential septic systems are the reason for the problem 

3) If residential septic N inputs are the cause of problem, then implementing the current 

alternative septic technologies will result in an ecological turnaround. 

4) Given alternative environmental problems and uncertainties, $4B is a reasonable 

investment of public resources. 

 

Issue 1. The role of nitrogen in the changed state of LI’s estuaries 

Nitrogen comprises approximately 80% of the atmosphere, but N2 is not available to 

organisms. Dinitrogen is chemically and biologically transformed in nature by the microbially 

mediated processes of fixation, assimilation, mineralization, nitrification, and denitrification. 

Nitrogen is an essential component of proteins, DNA, and RNA, and is required by all living 

organisms (Campbell and Reece 2005). Reactive N enters the biosphere by atmospheric 

deposition (primarily precipitation) or through fixation. Biologic N-fixation occurs when 

symbiotic bacteria, aerobic bacteria, or cyanobacteria convert N2 to NH3. Most soils have excess 

H+ that combines with the NH3 to form ammonium (NH4
+) which can then be used by plants or 

other soil organisms during the process of assimilation (Smith and Smith 2000). Ionization of 

ammonia in water is controlled by pH, with greater ionization associated with more acidic water 

(Duff and Triska 2000). Mineralization (decomposition) is the process by which organic N is 

converted back to its inorganic form when decomposers consume dead organisms. During 

nitrification, bacteria convert NH4
+ to NO3

- in the presence of O2. Unlike the aerobic process of 

nitrification, denitrification is an anaerobic reaction and takes place in the absence of O2. 

Denitrifying bacteria convert NO3
- back to N2 (Smith and Smith 2006). Once this transformation 
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occurs, the N is no longer biologically available and returns to the atmosphere as N2 (Birgand et 

al. 2007). 

Human activities have increased reactive N inputs tremendously. Food production is one 

cause. Rice was grown in paddies beginning 7,000 years ago, which increased N-fixation by 

anaerobic cyanobacteria. Beginning 6,500 years ago, legume cultivation increased (legumes fix 

atmospheric N), making more N available for uptake by other crops. Soybeans were first grown 

approximately 3,000 years ago – soybeans also fix N. Guano islands were mined to provide 

additional fertilizer inputs in the 1800s, which is more of an N mobilization process than an 

increase in biologically available N. In 1913, the Haber-Bosch process was used to combine 

atmospheric N with hydrogen gas (from petroleum feedstocks), creating NH3 (as an input to 

fertilizer and gunpowder). This reaction has become the greatest source of anthropogenic 

available N (Galloway et al. 2004).  

The second major human fixation of N has been through combustion. Trace amounts of N in 

feedstocks are oxidized when fuel is burnt. Nitrogen gas can be directly oxidized if the 

temperature is great enough, as in internal combustion engines or industrial boilers (Galloway et 

al. 2004). Producing atmospheric nitrogen oxides through combustion has increased atmospheric 

N deposition in the past 100 years from approximately 0.5 kg ha-1 yr-1 to an average of 10 kg ha-1 

yr-1 for large portions of the world (Erisman et al. 2008). 

For the mid-1800s, natural N-fixation is estimated to have been approximately 250 Tg yr-1. 

Human food cultivation at that time resulted in approximately 15 Tg yr-1 of additional N-

fixation; fixation from combustion then is thought to have been negligible. Natural N-fixation in 

the mid-1990s was estimated to have decreased by approximately 5% from the mid-1800s. 

However, N-fixation through plant cultivation had doubled (to approximately 30 Tg yr-1), N-

fixation due to combustion was also approximately 30 Tg yr-1, and Haber-Bosch reactions were 

making approximately 100 Tg N yr-1 available. From the mid-1800s to the 1990s, overall N-

fixation rates had thus been increased by 50% (with approximately 150 Tg yr-1 due to 

anthropogenic processes) (Galloway et al. 2004). Primary agricultural products (rice and grain 

cereals) are not very efficient at absorbing N from soil, typically using much less than 10% of the 

N found in the top 20 cm of soil (Cassman et al. 2002), and one estimate is that approximately 

15% of applied fertilizer N leaches to groundwater (Puckett et al. 2011), and another component 
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is washed off directly into streams. Therefore a great pool of available N, fixed by human 

activity, is not used directly by people but rather escapes into the biosphere. 

The increase in biologically available N created the "nitrogen cascade" – a feedback loop that 

leads to each molecule of anthropogenic reactive N potentially causing effects on multiple actors 

and systems (Vitousek et al. 1997). Terrestrial systems appear to have a net export of nutrients to 

the oceans (Rabalais 2002), and the export is proportional to population in each river basin 

(Peierls et al. 1991). Streams and rivers, by virtue of their inherent branching structures, gather 

dispersed N (Alexander et al. 2007), and focus these pollutants at specific areas, often 

intensifying their effects. Overenrichment of N clearly causes eutrophication and subsequent 

extensive environmental degradation in marine environments (Rabalais 2002); two-thirds of US 

coastal waters are degraded from nutrient pollution (Howarth 2005). 

Unimpacted freshwater ecosystems are usually perceived as being in an approximate steady state 

in which the N and P released as byproducts of microbial and animal metabolism sustain primary 

production there (Smith and Smith 2006). However, much groundwater has been affected by 

anthropogenic N inputs. Mean NO3
- concentrations >25 mg L-1 are found in 27% of French, 40% 

of Italian, 47% of Spanish, 50% of German, and 61% of British groundwater systems 

(Keuskamp et al. 2012). In the US, for instance sampling at the same 20 stations from the 1940s 

to 2003 found that median NO3
- concentrations increased from approximately 2 mg L-1 to 15 mg 

L-1 (Puckett et al. 2011) (these data are biased towards agricultural areas). Discharging excess 

nutrients into surface waters disrupts normal constraints of primary production. Phosphorus is 

generally considered to be the limiting nutrient in freshwater systems, but there is more 

consideration to treating both N and P as limiting in all aquatic systems (Rabalais 2002; 

Campbell and Reece 2005). Excess nutrients in lotic environments allow for increased plant and 

algal growth. This may block light to rooted and benthic plants. In addition, when these plants 

and algae die, the metabolic consumption of decomposers reduces dissolved oxygen, even to the 

point where aerobic organisms such as invertebrates, fish, and shellfish are no longer able to 

survive (Smith and Smith 2006). Harmful algal blooms are also often caused by eutrophic 

conditions (Heisler et al. 2008). Nitrogen additions in forested areas often lead to acidic streams 

due to poor acid buffering in soils; agricultural, suburban, and urban soils usually have more 

available base ions to buffer acid additions. Acidic streams often mobilize aluminum, which is 
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toxic to many fish at low concentrations (Driscoll et al. 2003). The end results are degradation 

and even loss of habitat (Rabalais 2002).  

Long Island scientists and planners have anticipated that additional N-inputs to the LI aquatic 

system will negatively affect estuarine systems, as foretold in Koppleman (1978). Many 

experiments adding N to ecological systems, especially by the Gobler laboratory at Stony Brook 

University, have demonstrated that increasing N impacts plankton populations (e.g., Gobler et al. 

2002; Gobler et al. 2016; and many others). Ecological catastrophe came to Long Island estuaries 

beginning in 1985 with continuing outbreaks of Brown Tide (Aureococcus anophagefferens), 

where high densities of this essentially inedible plankton have shaded rooted plants such as 

eelgrass causing dieoffs, starved filter feeding organisms such as scallops, and outcompeted 

other native LI estuarine plankton species. Increasing N concentrations can initiate and maintain 

Brown Tide outbreaks (Gobler et al. 2002; Gobler et al. 2005). 

Yet the process of the 1985 Brown Tide initiation, with outbreaks in five separate, disparate 

estuarine systems in the mid-Atlantic in one summer, implies that N concentrations cannot be the 

only factor in the onset of Brown Tide. There is only a small probability that all five systems 

coincidentally exceeded a certain N threshold at the same time. The conditions that lead to 

Brown Tides occur sporadically in Long Island estuaries, as the outbreaks are not predictable, 

move from place to place in different parts of the Peconic and South Shore estuaries, and do not 

necessarily occur at the same time in similar locations. If nutrients were the primary cause, and if 

nutrients are increasing in LI estuaries, the tides should not be sporadic temporally and 

geographically. Rather, their incidence should become more common, occur in the same 

locations and then become more widespread, and should be much more predictable. It seems that 

shifts in conditions that support outbreaks occur at certain times and in particular locations, and 

there and then predatory controls are lacking. Brown Tide is a nutrient-supported problem, but 

also relates to other key ecological conditions (Gobler et al. 2005). Note well that Schindler 

(2012) criticizes the reliance on “bottle and mesocosm” nutrient addition experiments as means 

to understand eutrophication and to craft meaningful management programs, as those 

experimental approaches do not include slow changes in biogeochemistry cycles, sediment 

dynamics, and community succession. We know it is a complex problem, but the Plan does not 

consider any other element except N. 
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Ecosystems are complicated systems. Twenty years ago it was posited that returning shellfish to 

previous abundances would have restorative effects on LI estuaries. This proved impossible to 

achieve. We know that in LI estuarine waters there here have been shifts in planktonic species 

abundance, timing of plankton blooms, changes in fish populations, losses of shellfish, changes 

in pH, changes in sediment quality, continuing changes to and losses of marshes, increases and 

changes to stormwater runoff, and changes in temperatures. Although basic oceanographic 

ecological theory finds N is the limiting nutrient for marine waters, a variety of studies have 

found that to be simplistic (Howarth and Marino 2006). Basic oceanographic theory also finds 

that coastal estuaries are “eutrophic” – overall not nutrient limited but rather light limited. To 

assume that one variable is responsible for the changes in Long Island ecosystems is not 

reasonable. It is likely that a variety of factors are causative agents of one kind or another. Some 

of these are probably well beyond our ability to manage, although at some level human actions 

have caused their importance in the effect. Finding N to be the cause of impairments, and 

therefore assuming that reducing its inputs will resolve the problem, is too simplistic a 

conclusion. Nitrogen is a pernicious problem but not the only problem in the LI marine systems.  

A very recent article on eutrophication impacts in fresh and coastal waters (Ibanez and Penuelas 

2019) underscores, for instance, the role of phosphorus (P) in ecological impacts and some recent 

impact mitigation. Certainly P has historically been found to drive eutrophication in fresh water 

systems, especially ponds and lakes (a secondary but important concern of the Plan). 

Agricultural loading limits, P-removal from sewage treatment plants, and phosphate-free 

detergents are touted as means of reducing P inputs to aquatic systems, and seem to have resulted 

in some ecological recoveries (Hilt et al. 2011), But the Plan does not address the issue of P 

inputs, focusing solely on N.  

It was disappointing to see the Figures 1.5 graphs presented pages 1-11 to 1-14 in the draft Plan, 

showing changes in measured estuarine N concentrations over the past decade. The rules of 

linear regression state that data points need to be evenly distributed over the x-axis, something 

Figures a and b clearly violate; this means the trend lines for these figures are not well grounded. 

In addition, although different sampling points in water bodies have different N dynamics and 

differing ranges of N concentrations, all of the data taken across each water body were simply 

lumped together. I have personal knowledge that not all stations are sampled each sampling 

event, meaning the data could be biased because certain stations are more represented than 
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others. In addition, the presented data clearly show great variability. The trend line for each 

graph is quantified, but the Plan does not report whether the upwards trending lines are 

statistically significantly different from 0. In addition, the amount of variability accounted for by 

the data (usually measured by the R2 statistic in a regression) is not presented (but clearly would 

not be large for these graphs). This strongly suggests that the time trend is not an important 

driver for these data. Gobler et al. (2006), for instance, discusses N concentration dynamics over 

seasons and distance in Long Island Sound, and highlights the importance of nutrient uptake by 

plankton in determining water column concentrations. If single stations were represented in the 

graphs, and we were certain the biological uptake was constant (or fairly consistent over the time 

series), then the graphs might have some meaning. However, since this is not the case, the graphs 

as presented here have little scientific validity. 

Because the biological component of the system is such a driver of measured N concentrations 

and is so variable, it makes it close to impossible to model the fate of N from land to estuary, 

making analyses of the relationship between N inputs and ambient N fraught. The Long Island 

Sound Study, for instance, to measure the effectiveness of its programs limiting N inputs to Long 

Island Sound, does not present N concentration; instead it uses indirect measures of the impact of 

N (such as bottom dissolved oxygen concentrations). The Plan itself proposes to use such kinds 

of measures to determine its overall effectiveness; presenting information on long-term changes 

in hypoxia extent or eelgrass areas would be the kind of information the Plan should use to 

justify action, therefore. 

This is not to deny N’s potential for environmental and human health impacts, although LI 

groundwater N concentrations rarely fail the 10 mg/L health-based drinking water guideline. 

This is a testament to the strict enforcement of regulations by SCDHS to limit human waste 

release impacts to the aquifers, regulations created to be in line with the 208 Plan and other, 

similar guidances. Removing a potential harmful substance from environments where it was 

disposed is probably a good thing, and generally is sound environmental public policy. But the 

question is: how much should we spend and how much effort should we make if it is not going to 

have a consequential, identifiable benefit for us? The endpoint of the Plan is to restore Long 

Island’s estuaries: however, science is inconclusive (at best) at the causal role of N in overall 

system impairment.  
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Issue 2. If Nis the cause of the problem, residential septic systems are the cause of excessive 

N in groundwater (and streams) and so in the estuaries. 

Stream water quality reflects shallow (Upper Glacial aquifer) (UG) water quality (all LI streams 

are groundwater-fed). A non-random survey of UG wells by SCDHS, informally called the 

Robbins report because it was accomplished by Cy Robbins, found N concentrations increasing 

from the 1980s to the 2000s. This was attributed to increasing population and increasing use of 

domestic septic systems. Similarly, the Valiela model of the South Shore estuary found 

residential septic to be the dominant N input (55%) to the estuary (Kinney and Valiela 2011). 

But, the Valiela model is terrible (even though it was published in a peer-reviewed journal). It 

does not include the deep-recharge zones and Magothy aquifer (and so has N source areas that 

are 1/3 too great); it uses a single land use description (1990) that does not account for older 

groundwater water quality (deeper UG) determined by a farm-dominated economy between the 

wars and even into the 1960s and 1970s in eastern Islip and Brookhaven; it ignores continuing 

population increases in the 1990s and 2000s that could change the source of N in the shallower 

UG (Kinney and Valiela 2011). The model is based on a Cape Cod model that had a “validated 

overall error rate of 22%” (Valiela et al. 2000), which is not bad except the target reduction is 

50-75% (so that the potential model error is a substantial portion of the expected result). The 

model also invokes a ridiculous water table N reduction of 50%, which is never feasibly 

explained (Pabich et al. 2001). If the model characterizes N sources correctly it is only by 

chance. 

SCDHS groundwater sampling data generally show that agriculture results in groundwater N 

concentrations 3x that of medium density residential, 5-8x low density residential, and 50% 

greater than high density residential. The switch from farmland to residential development 

should result in significant decreases in groundwater N concentrations – although changing from 

undeveloped land to residential land should result in large increases in N.  

Let’s use these concepts to develop a very simple model of groundwater N inputs. Instead of 

determining exact inputs to the system (and having to determine denitrification and uptake rates), 

we’ll just assign a loading factor, relative to the concentrations that SCDHS has found to result 

from the activity. Thus, farmland has a relative loading factor of 12, high density residential land 

use a loading factor of 8, medium residential density a loading factor of 4, and low density a 
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factor of 2. In 1950, ~20% of Suffolk County was farmland; currently it is 6% (Suffolk County 

Department of Economic Development and Planning, 2015). Residential development is trickier 

to track. Currently, 38% of Suffolk County acreage is residential development (for a population 

of ~1.5 million) (Suffolk County Department of Economic Development and Planning, 2018). 

Residential land use in 1966 was ~16% (for a population of ~950,000) (estimated by linear 

interpolation from the 1960 and 1970 census data) meaning the density of residential 

development was greater in 1966. If we assume the change in residential density was trended 

similarly back to 1950, that implies the 276,000 residents of the County in 1950 occupied only 

about 22,000 acres – a much higher residential density than today (think of Levittown type 

developments not Garden City type suburbia, and living “downtown” in villages). The relative N 

inputs in 2016 from agriculture and residential sources according to this very simple model was 

about 1.56 million N units. If we use the same agricultural loading factor for a much greater 

1950 agricultural acreage and use a N loading factor of 6 for the denser but much fewer 

residential acres of 1950, the model N-loading can be estimated to have been 1.57 million N-

units – approximately the same.  

The Robbins groundwater data analysis suggests otherwise, that N concentrations (and so 

presumably, N loadings) have been increasing over time; but those wells were not evenly 

distributed across the County. The sample data Robbins used were taken from homes that existed 

in the 1980s and still used their own well water in the 2000s: this set of data is biased heavily 

towards the eastern portion of the County where vacant land (not farmland) was converted to 

housing (eastern County farmland tended to stay farmland, at least in comparison to conversion 

proportions in western parts of the County, which is why most preserved farms are in the east). 

Thus the Robbins data set may be too biased to serve as good measure of water quality trends. 

And please note the only SCWA wells that have been taken from service due to high N 

concentrations are those affected by agriculture (such as the Middleville well cluster).  

We can add to this simplistic model, assigning vacant land a loading factor of 1 (the groundwater 

N concentration commonly assumed to result from precipitation, although this may be an 

overestimate) and all other development (industry, roads, commercial areas, golf courses and 

parks, etc.) a factor of 2 (because people always add N to the system). Doing so means that the 

current input from residential development is about 50% of the relative N-input (current 

agriculture is a little less than about 20%, all other land use about a third). If we subtract out the 
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precipitation input (assuming it to be an even relative factor of 1 across all Suffolk County), then 

the current residential septic input (lawn fertilizers, too) is about 40% of the overall inputs to the 

groundwater system.  

The watershed plan made a tremendous, much more sophisticated effort to model N 

concentrations. The effort is flawed along the same conceptual lines as the Valiela model. There 

is a failure to consider temporal changes in N inputs, which if the County’s assumptions about 

agricultural impact are true, are very important. Bad assumptions are made regarding the 

County-wide flow model: it is “downloaded” to fit subwatershed modeling – this is the mistake 

Valiela made with his Cape Cod model, where overall errors of 22% for the entire model were 

greater (and often much greater) for six of eight subwatersheds (see the table just below) (Valiela 

et al. 2000). The area with the greatest percent errors is one of the smallest watersheds; this is 

because parameterization errors (using global values for key factors like hydraulic conductivity) 

balance out over larger areas, but amplify when wrong for smaller areas like watersheds. For 

instance, the geological characteristics (and therefore model parameterization) found in the 

vicinity of the Brookhaven landfill are not similar in all places to regional definitions (Aphale 

and Tonjes, 2013).  

Watershed 
 

Model  
kgN/yr 

Estimated  
kgN/yr 

Difference  
(percent) 

Childs River 5,536 8,116 +47 
QuashnetRiver 8,406 9,879 +18 
Eel Pond 3,029 4,502 +49 
Hamblin Pond 1,661 893 -46 
Jehu Pond 2,709 1,968 -27 
Sage Lot Pond 361 990 +174 
Head of the Bay 532 433 -19 
Waquoit Bay (total) 22,000 26,761 +22 

Modeled versus estimated (based on measurements) N inputs, subwatersheds on Cape Cod 

(Valiela et al. 2000). 

The County also failed to compare model outputs to real world data. Valiela et al. (2000) 

compared the Cape Cod model predictions for N to shoreline point data; the Long Island version 

was not verified in any way, however. This is surprising because streams on Long Island serve as 

aggregations of local groundwater conditions (and define watersheds). Watershed groundwater 

data sets could be compared to a series of samples of the streams in the watersheds, therefore; the 
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comparison might only serve to relatively compare model output to actual data, because the 

stream-concentration data should be less than predicted groundwater data because of hyporheic 

zone denitrification and nutrient uptake in the stream (Merrill and Tonjes 2014). But it would 

provide some form of conceptual check on the model, and if there were some consistency in the 

differences it would give us more confidence in the model outputs. 

I have much experience working with County environmental scientists, especially on 

groundwater issues. The County usually approaches groundwater issues in a much more 

sophisticated, nuanced fashion. For site-specific contamination studies, the County almost 

always only relies on the County model or groundwater flow maps for general guidance, 

understanding that local information is needed to accurately investigate sources of detected 

contaminants or to predict where they will flow. An illustrative exception to this practice was the 

compost-vegetative matter investigation (SCDHS 2016). Using only the groundwater flow maps 

as predictors of flow meant that the investigation missed plumes at 3 of 11 sites and only 

partially detected a fourth. Local conditions are only partially predictable from tools designed for 

larger settings. 

Groundwater flows can change over time as overall conditions change. I have personal 

experience with two examples of this in Suffolk County. One was the tritium plume at BNL in 

1997. There the plume had a surprising feature of two lobes in its general southwesterly flow. 

This baffled the investigators until it was recalled that a major pumping well had been turned off 

because it had become contaminated (by another spill at the site). Incorporating this knowledge 

into the conceptual model of the plume made the two foci to the plume understandable: one was 

formed when the well was pumping and one when the well was not. This was important, as the 

pumped-well lobe had higher concentrations of tritium; the second lobe had lower concentrations 

but continued to be fed by the release of the tritium. This second lobe became the focus of the 

remedial effort, which might not have been the case if it was not realized that conditions can 

change. The second example is from the East Hampton Landfill. I reviewed a consultant report 

that found diffuse contamination in all sectors north of the landfill (although more so to the 

northeast), although the flow of groundwater was determined to be to the northeast. The 

consultant absolved the landfill from responsibility for the contaminants to the northwest since it 

was “impossible” for the landfill to contribute contaminants there. However, this landfill has 

potential discharge points to Peconic Bay in two directions, into two local subembayments. If the 
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local groundwater high elevation were to shift slightly to the east then flow could be from the 

landfill to the northwest. But since it is a general practice to assign only one flow direction for 

local groundwater, the consultant did not entertain an alternate theory regarding flow, although 

this would only require a relative change in head of several feet upgradient to change the overall 

flow pattern; and having flow some of the time to the northwest would provide a reasonable 

explanation for the reported groundwater contaminant patterns. Using a static County model as a 

base and then downscaling it means that local changes to important flow patterns cannot be 

included in the Plan. 

A trite saying in modeling is “garbage in, garbage out.” However, because of the sparseness of 

data availability, in groundwater modeling we often assume that parameters can be assigned to 

regions we have no good information about, or we use default values because there is no 

information relevant to change the default. Professional judgement and some parameter fiddling 

are used to create one single parameter set that best explains the available data. An alternative 

approach is to use a “multi-model” approach. My student, Omkar Aphale, explored the 

Brookhaven landfill vicinity using this concept. He did not make selections for eight key model 

inputs but instead constructed model variants looking at possible states for all eight inputs. This 

created 288 different models (although 23 failed to resolve, meaning he analyzed 265 model 

variants). The model variant outputs were compared to actual site data. Although all of the model 

variants used “reasonable” parameterizations, the outputs had a relatively wide range of errors 

(compared to actual data), with some model choices performing much better than others (Aphale 

and Tonjes 2017). It doesn’t require “garbage in” to produce “garbage out;” it is very difficult to 

determine which parameter choices will create the best performing model. Some of the models 

tested in Aphale and Tonjes were entirely reasonable parameter choices (all the choices were 

meant to be reasonable), and yet they performed poorly. And the parameters that perform best at 

a County wide scale are almost certainly not the parameter choices that are best for local 

watersheds.  
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Measures of error for the 265 Brookhaven landfill groundwater models (from Aphale and Tonjes 

2017) 

I have collected data on groundwater heads over several years near the Brookhaven landfill. Part 

of the monitoring included wells on Fireplace Neck, which is bracketed between Beaverdam 

Creek and Carmans River. The data show that the main flow of groundwater discharges into the 

tidal portions of the Creek and River; the groundwater under the neck itself is almost entirely 

isolated from the main flow (Tonjes 2015; Tonjes 2016; Tonjes 2017). The South Shore estuary 

is characterized by stream-canal network systems that create many such necks. My data would 

suggest that there is little flow through on the necks and that groundwater flow is very sluggish 

under them. I do not believe that this thinking is incorporated into standard understanding of the 

south shore groundwater flow system. But it would seem to be important in modeling flow at the 

very local scale as is needed for the Plan. 

It is especially inappropriate to use the NLM static input approach for N inputs to groundwater 

systems. Valiela’s group developed this concept on Cape Cod, where the distance to discharge 

points for the shallow aquifer are not very great. Discharge times of less than 10 years mean that 

no consequential changes in land uses occur that can affect N inputs; determining N inputs as a 

function of land use needs only to reference current land use. Long Island is different. 

Groundwater travel times to surface water discharge in the UG can reach 100 years; the Magothy 

aquifer, which was ignored by Valiela in the original adaption of the Cape Cod model to Long 

Island, has travel times measured in hundreds of years (Buxton and Modica 1992). This means 
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that to determine what loading is affecting discharges from the aquifer currently, modelers need 

to know something about historical land use and factor that in proportionately (and 

appropriately) to the age of the groundwater discharges. This is obvious to anyone with more 

than passing acquaintance of LI groundwater systems, and yet the current Plan continues to rely 

on the single land use definition approach adopted by NLM and similar loading approaches.  

It is difficult for me, therefore, to understand why groundwater professionals in SCDHS made 

the choices they did in developing this Plan. They are well aware of issues in downscaling 

models, especially when no validation is used. Groundwater modeling requires careful selection 

for parameterization, and making wrong choices causes the potential for large errors. 

Groundwater systems are not static but careful modeling requires understanding of dynamics 

inflow, contaminant input, and overall system states. Although choices made by others means 

that the NLM model is commonly being used by many doing work on N inputs on Long Island, 

SCDHS was not bound by these precedents. It is clear that to produce detailed recommendations 

like those apparently desired by the program managers for this Plan, that extensive groundwater 

modeling would be required. What I don’t understand is the lack of awareness of the potential 

for error in the Plan. Clearly the professionals working on the model must have realized that the 

lack of site-specific information and other constraints on data quality and verification meant that 

they should have little confidence in this work. Sometimes it is best to say that we lack enough 

information to do the things we are being asked to do, no matter how great the need for the task. 

Bad models are not better than no models especially when consequential decisions are at stake.   

Groundwater discharge, which especially on the South Shore is dominated by discharge to 

streams which then discharge to the estuary, is only part of the N burden on the estuaries. Salt 

balances would suggest that the estuaries are comprised of ~75-90% oceanic waters, and at most 

10-25% groundwater. This means that a substantial portion of N in the estuaries (10-25%) is 

imported from the ocean. There is also atmospheric deposition. The area of Great South Bay is 

approximately equal to its contributing watershed; in the Peconic Bay, the watershed is much 

smaller than the area of the estuary. This means 25% or more of N in the estuary comes from 

precipitation. This kind of analysis was used by Gobler to determine the N inputs for the Peconic 

Bay back in the early 2000s, when he thought ditched marshes were a major source of local N. 

Gobler’s analysis found that 75% or so of Flanders Bay N came from groundwater or stream 

water; more open waters will have substantially higher percentages of N from oceanic circulation 
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and precipitation. Lloyd (2014) attributed 25% of N to atmospheric deposition (75% to land-

based sources, with a 2:1 ratio of septic to fertilizer inputs) for the Peconic Estuary, but did not 

account for any oceanic inputs. The Suffolk County TMDL for the Peconic Estuary attributed 

56% of N inputs to atmospheric deposition and 41% from groundwater (ignoring oceanic inputs 

and assigning other sources about 3%) (Peconic Estuary Program 2007).The estimates for inputs 

to the eastern bays of the South Shore Estuary were different: almost all inputs were estimated to 

be from groundwater. The NLM model found 65% of N-input sources was wastewater derived, 

and despite robust farming in the watersheds, computed relatively little (20%) from fertilizer 

(School of Marine and Atmospheric Sciences, 2016). But clearly, not all N in the estuaries can 

be attributed to septic systems: my rough estimate of current inputs was 40% of aquifer inputs 

(with historical estimates being much less); other authorities (across various systems) found the 

current value to range from 41% to 65%. Remember that the content of the aquifer is a testament 

to time, with water ages in the UG ranging to as much as 100 years (Buxton and Modica 1992), 

so that historical inputs matter. 

Constructing an accurate N input model for saltwater estuaries is extremely difficult. Shallow 

marine sediments have always been identified in global N models as a major N sink and a setting 

for denitrification. Understanding of N dynamics means the transition from fresh, often anoxic 

groundwater to salty, oxygenated sea water results in many chemical reactions including 

denitrification. The water column-sediment interchange process (the hyporheic zone in 

freshwater systems, submarine groundwater discharge and recirculation in salt water settings) is 

usually thought to result in denitrification. Then there is the N uptake by biota, where the 

parameter of interest is growth of plankton, which is hard to measure (not the standing crop of 

plankton, which is easier much easier to measure). This again makes clear why presenting data 

on estuarine water column N concentrations (Figure 1.5 in the Plan) and then supposing there is 

a direct link back to source concentrations is not a very meaningful exercise. 

The Plan has no good direct evidence of the role of septic N in overall groundwater N, and even 

less evidence of its role in N concentrations in estuarine water. Stable isotope studies of 

groundwater N could help separate fertilizer and atmospheric inputs, which are generally 

inorganic, from organic inputs (presumably from septic although animal wastes and organic 

decay would be included), but this work has not been done here. Instead, the County used a 

modeling approach that was conceptually influenced by a poor modeling framework based on 
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the Cape Cod work. The whole NLM model is terrible: it is based originally on single N input 

values haphazardly drawn from a thin literature, then adjusted by bizarre invocations of water 

table denitrification zones (Pabich et al. 2001). Towards the back of the Plan Appendices (I 

cannot be specific regarding the pages, as the Appendices are not paginated) the meeting reports 

included a number of criticisms regarding values selected by the County modelers for various N 

input terms, as well, although those criticisms do not appear to be reflected in the final modeling 

exercises. At a minimum, this should have meant modeling inputs with error terms—which is 

difficult to execute, but results in much more truthful outputs. Then the model results could have 

been reported as “X +/- Y” – and because of how errors propagate in models, the Y error term 

would have been significant, and most likely larger than the base value. This would have made it 

clear there is tremendous uncertainty involved in the modeling.   

It is commonly parroted that “All models are wrong but some are useful” (originally attributed to 

George Box). Groundwater is an area where modeling is essential to create any kind of accurate 

depiction of conditions, because we are unable to observe groundwater directly. But groundwater 

models are plagued by sparse and often contradictory data sets, especially at the local level, 

requiring interpolations and interpretation to generate required inputs (see Aphale and Tonjes 

2014). We know that the County model is wrong; the County has not taken adequate steps to 

address uncertainty and define the degree of error associated with its model, especially for use in 

local settings such as is the case for the subwatershed plan. Therefore this model cannot be relied 

upon – it cannot be thought to be useful except to underscore the degree of our ignorance. The 

County may believe residential septic is the primary cause of N concentrations in groundwater, 

but it cannot prove it, certainly has not proven it with any certainty, and certainly has not 

demonstrated that is the case against a reasonable amount of skepticism. And the relationship 

between groundwater N and estuarine N is a very difficult problem to address. 

Issue 3. If residential septic is the cause of ecological change in the estuaries, then it can be 

mitigated through the use of alternative septic systems (resulting in a return to estuarine 

ecological health). 

This argument has several interlocking pieces. One is that alternative septic systems cause 

important reductions in N inputs to groundwater. The second is that the scale of the reductions 
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will be sufficient to reverse impacts from N on the estuary. The third is that changing the current 

N regime will return the estuaries to some earlier, better condition. 

Gross estimates of cesspool and septic system N removal have always been reported to be in the 

33-50% range (see Koppleman 1978, for instance). More recent evidence (e.g., Costa et al. 2002 

and supported in presentations by Hal Walker, original director of the NYS Center for Clean 

Water Technology at a “Nitrogen Bootcamp”) suggest they provide more like 15-25% effective 

removal. However, a summary of research on more advanced systems being evaluated by the 

CCWT (2016) found that septic system effluent was reduced by up to 50% in the sand layer – 

where denitrification is not supposed to occur, because it is not the part of the advanced 

technology where N removal is to occur – it is where NO3 is to be produced from NH4. This 

implies that there may be some validity to higher estimates of cesspool-septic system nitrogen 

removal rates. Perhaps the estimates of cesspool-septic system N removal should be set at 15-

50%. 

It is unlikely that the carbon-poor sediments of the UG remove much nitrogen along groundwater 

flow paths. However, discharge points from the aquifer, either to streams or to the estuary 

directly, may result in denitrification. Wetlands and other riparian ecosystems are effective 

locations for denitrification (Merill and Tonjes 2014). Flow into the deeper Magothy aquifer 

results in loss of nitrogen, as the sediments contain enough carbon that long flow paths result in 

anoxic conditions. USGS data show generally undetectable N concentrations in the Magothy 

aquifer close to the shoreline (Monti and Scorca 2003). 

Therefore, under current conditions, a third of Long Island does not contribute any N to the 

estuaries because it overlies the Deep Recharge Zone and recharge (and septic inputs) flow into 

the Magothy aquifer for 200 yr or more residence time and discharge as denitrified water. 

Houses with cesspools and septic apparently produce a baseline N reduction on the order of 15% 

to 50%. Some of the resulting concentrations in the UG system are further reduced at discharge 

points to open waters. 

The alternative septic systems currently installed on Long Island are intended to remove up to 

90% of septic inputs. However, their effectiveness is in question. The CCWT has not publicly 

posted data it has collected on these systems; a presentation was made at the 2018 Long Island 

Geologists where figures showed data, but these were not published in the posted abstract (Mao 
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et al. 2018). The data did show, as I remember, inconsistent results with much lower removal 

during colder months. Similar reports are found from Cape Cod (Costa et al. 2002; Heufelder et 

al. undated, CCWT 2016) although Florida systems seem to operate better (CCWT 2016). The 

Plan does not provide detailed reports on the performance of installed systems but reports 66% 

“effectiveness” for FAST systems, 75% effectiveness for AX systems, and 80% effectiveness for 

SeptiTech (my interpretations of graphically-presented data). Effectiveness could mean the 

percent of systems meeting the 19 mg/L discharge goal (most likely, as that is what is shown in 

reports like Costa et al. 2002 and Heufelder et al. undated), or it could represent the mean 

compliance with the removal goal (much of the CCWT data sets show final concentrations of 

individual systems), or it could represent the time period over which systems meet the 19 mg/L 

discharge goal. It is baffling that this Plan, which is premised wide implementation of a new 

technology, does not devote a great deal of effort to explaining the effectiveness of the systems 

in clear, detailed fashion. Assuming influent concentrations of about 50 mg/L, it seems 

reasonable to conjecture the systems mostly remove at least 60% (30 mg/L) of influent nitrogen 

to achieve the claimed 19 mg/L discharge goal. This means they remove about one-third to four 

times more N than septic systems do (removal rates of 8 mg/L associated with 15% removal and 

to 25 mg/L for the 50% removal rate). 

Poor performance of these pilot systems, where at best currently 20% do not meet expectations, 

may be a concern. On one hand, they are pilot systems and presumably are undergoing constant 

refinements. However, the systems were also installed for volunteers. These volunteers may 

mind the systems better than most residents eventually will; the systems require active 

maintenance, and they also need to be monitored and adjusted to ensure they are functioning 

correctly. It may be worth remembering Barry Commoner achieved 80% recycling rates with 

volunteers; a system designed according to his practices for the Town of East Hampton never 

achieved more than 40% recycling rates. The current system non-compliance rates of 20% (or 

more) may thus represent best case conditions. 

Let’s assume that these NRBs achieve their goal and reduce septic system N-inputs appreciably 

(on the order of 75%). If septic N-inputs are currently 50% to 75% of N-loading to the estuary, 

that should reduce overall N-loadings to the estuaries by 40-50% from current levels.  
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The Long Island Sound Study reports for Long Island Sound as a whole that “equalized” 

nitrogen loadings decreased from 60,000 lbs/d (an undated “baseline” value) (although the 

50,000 lbs/d reported for 1994 may be more representative) to 20,000 lbs in 2016. Although the 

LISS no longer publishes the figure seen below, it was available from Vaudrey (2017). The 

figure shows a slow reduction in peak year areas of hypoxia, and a reduction in the average area 

impacted by hypoxia in the 2010s as compared to the 1990s. The 60% reduction in N from 1994 

exceeds the tageted 58.5% N input reduction in the LISS, which was intended to eliminate 

hypoxia altogether. But the graph below clearly shows continuing, extensive hypoxia in Long 

Island Sound. So meeting the reduction goal did not achieve the intention of setting the goal – at 

least not yet. The Plan requires us to suppose that the impact of N reductions in the 

subwatersheds will be significantly different than what occurred in Long Island Sound.  

There are several potential reasons that the Long Island Sound Study “best science”-driven 

program has not worked. One is that it simplified conditions, relating excess nutrients to 

phytoplankton blooms to bottom-water hypoxia. The Sound system is more complicated than a 

single variable, and the interplay of chemistry, physics, and biology has meant that N reductions 

into the system alone are insufficient for the intended purpose. Secondly, because of feedbacks 

across system elements, environmental systems often experience hysteresis (Scheffer 2009), 

where they do not return to baseline states after re-achieving lower stressor levels. Rather, the 

stressor must be reduced (often considerably so) below the critical values where ecological state 
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changes occurred. Hysteresis has been found to be greatest in systems where the water turn over 

rates are slowest (Hilt et al. 2011) (as in the eastern bays of the South Shore Estuary and the 

western portion of Peconic Bay) 

On the other hand, it has recently been reported that a 25% reduction in N-loadings in the 

Chesapeake Bay has resulted in recovery of submerged aquatic vegetation (SAV) areas to the 

greatest levels in 40 years, increasing in area by approximately 150% from more recent 

measurements. This is correctly noted as a laudable achievement. It should be noted, however, 

that “bay-wide” nutrient concentrations (a value that may not be well-defined) were not reported 

to have changed as the nutrient inputs decreased (Lefcheck et al., 2018). Please note that this 

Plan seems to think estuarine N concentrations are a key measure, given the early emphasis on 

Figure 1.5. The Chesapeake Bay data imply that changes in N inputs do not necessarily result in 

reductions in water column N reductions. Reasons for this have been discussed earlier. 

However, in coastal waters around Denmark reductions in nutrient inputs (50% for N, 56% for 

P) and associated declines in water column concentrations eventually resulted in declines in 

estuarine chlorophyll concentrations (a standing crop measure) and increased SAV; however, it 

took over 20 years from the achievement of lower nutrient inputs for the ecological effect to be 

measured, and the change also resulted in a decline in filter feeders (e.g., shellfish) and an 

increase in deposit feeders (e.g., worms) (Riemann et al. 2016). The Plan posits a much more 

immediate reaction in LI estuaries. In a fresh water system, reductions in nutrient inputs took 

some time to have any effect on lake conditions, but eventually resulted in declines in plankton 

and increases in macrophytes. However, the original species composition was not recovered; 

rather, a new ecological system resulted (Sand-Jensen et al. 2017). Ibanez and Penuelas (2019, 

supplementary materials) document reductions in phytoplankton and primary production for 7 of 

8 estuaries where large changes in nutrients (they report P) occurred – but even there the result is 

not universal. So even if we successfully remove nutrients, and decrease bloom populations 

result, we may not return to the conditions sought for by the Plan. Loss of noxious species may 

be enough to cause celebration, but we do not have certainty as to the destination of this 

uncontrolled experiment. 

Both hypoxia reductions and SAV increases have been identified as ecological indicators of 

improved ecosystem health in the Plan. So perhaps there are some mixed messages: N input 
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reductions in Long Island Sound incompletely reduced hypoxia; N (and phosphorous) input 

reductions in the Chesapeake Bay led to greater amounts of SAV. But keep in mind: although 

Lefcheck et al. (2018) called their findings “recovery of a temperate coastal region,” in fall 2017 

local newspapers I was able to read in the southern Chesapeake Bay area reported failure of 

oyster harvests for the first time ever, and many Maryland crab houses now buy crabs from Long 

Island due to a lack of local product. Prominent in the Plan presented here is a rapid recovery for 

fishing and other recreational pursuits, not just better indicator values; it may be that even if 

indicator values recover, overall ecological health recovery may not be achieved.  

There is growing evidence that rising temperatures (climate change) underlie marine ecosystem 

problems (Poloczanska et al. 2013). Rising bottom water temperatures drove lobsters from Long 

Island Sound (Pearce and Balcom 2005). Increased temperatures have been linked to ecological 

mismatches where plankton blooms no longer co-incide with zooplankton abundance so that 

formerly robust ecological relationships founder; perhaps changing temperatures, which are 

more likely to be a regional phenomenon, resulted in some similar temporal misalignment and 

led to the initial Brown Tide outbreak. Certain marine ecosystems develop particular ecological 

states because of particular alignments between nutrient availability, light, and temperature; and 

at least two of these have undergone large alterations over the past 100 years; these kinds of 

changes are causing large impacts to marine ecosystems (Jonkers et al. 2019). To mitigate 

changes in one of the factors would seem to be a positive step in any restoration program, but it 

may not be enough. 

The Plan does not demonstrate that alternative treatment systems function reliably and 

consistently achieve treatment goals. Even if treatment goals are reliably and consistently met by 

the systems, it is not clear that large enough reductions in N inputs to the groundwater will lead 

to necessary reductions in the estuary. Experience drawn from the Long Island Sound and 

Chesapeake Bay programs casts doubt on the ecological health consequences of reducing N 

inputs to estuarine systems.   

Issue 4. From a public policy standpoint, given alternative environmental problems and 

uncertainties, $4B is a reasonable investment of public resources. 

$4 billion is a tremendous expenditure. If it would ensure that the alternative systems would 

work properly, groundwater N concentrations would decrease, and thus the ecosystems would be 
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restored, it might be a reasonable and good use of resources. But there are tremendous 

uncertainties for each step of that chain. The success of the venture is not assured, despite the 

vast requirements for resources for its implementation. 

There are other important environmental problems for Suffolk County residents. Investment in 

alternative energy sources is needed to avert climate change. Isn’t climate change a more 

existential threat? If so, climate change and its minimization require more attention (and funds) 

than some other problem which, however locally important it is, does not threaten us in the same 

way. Locally, climate change mitigation will require very large expenditures on our shorelines: 

either to try to preserve important habitats and features like beaches and wetlands, or to protect 

increasingly threatened real estate. Since public funds are not unlimited, is a reduction in septic 

N inputs to groundwater the top environmental priority for Suffolk County? In fact, given 

pressing drinking water quality threats and the need for new and novel treatment systems for 

many water providers, it can be argued achieving N reductions is not even the top groundwater 

issue in the County. 

The funding mechanism that has been proposed, a surcharge on water bills, is regressive. Since 

water use is of the same approximate magnitude across income groups, the large but not fiscally 

thriving middle class will pay the most. An alternative to consider is the Community Protection 

Fund (which has raised $1B over 20 years, according to data recently released by Fred Thiele). 

Doubling the Community Protection Fund rate for the East End towns and extending the base 

rate to the rest of Suffolk County could raise something close to $2B over 20 years. The funding 

difference between $4B and $2B could be addressed by making subsidies inverse to income, so 

that those who are wealthy pay their own way. Since the County is prioritizing shoreline area 

homes for the initial phase of the program, and those homes tend to be more expensive and 

therefore owned by those with more money, the program may not need to have its greatest 

funding level at the start, if an income test were used to determine eligibility for the subsidy. 

And, to further cut costs, houses in the Deep Recharge Zones should be exempt, since they will 

contribute no N to the estuaries. In the long view, exempting one-third of the County and having 

income qualifications for subsidies should make $2B sufficient funding. 
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Conclusions 

The tremendous increase in reactive nitrogen over the past century is a pressing ecological issue. 

However, the science is not settled that septic N-inputs to groundwater are the cause of changing 

(declining) marine systems locally. Legacy and continuing agricultural inputs, legacy duck 

sludge contributions, and increasing oceanic concentrations are also elements in the N story; and 

there are concerns that other factors (rising temperatures, decreasing pHs, changes in fish 

populations, changing sediment quality, loss of wetlands, loss of SAV, loss of shellfish, etc.) also 

are complicit in the overall ecological problem. Changing one element of a complicated 

relationship is unlikely to lead to ecological restoration. In addition, the technology solution is 

expensive and unreliable. If changing septic technologies was simple and cheap and effective, it 

would certainly be a good thing to do: in the big picture, removing pollutant sources is never a 

bad idea. But it may not be an idea we can afford, and it certainly seems like there are better 

things to do with $4B. 
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From: John Tanacredi [mailto:jtanacredi@molloy.edu]  
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 2:43 PM 
To: aesposito@citizenscampaign.org 
Subject: Draft EIS Watershed Review 2019 
 

Considerable attention over the last 10 years has been directed at the improvement of water quality in
groundwater/drinking water and coastal estuarine surface waters of Suffolk County. The recently released Draft
Suffolk County Sub-watershed Wastewater Plan and Draft EIS, have presented a 50 year plan, proposed to cost
over $4 billion dollars over this time frame, directed mostly at the reduction of a misdirected nitrogen loading
myth. 
 
The enclosed review of this draft plan is provided in conjunction with respected professional engineers and 
environmental scientists, as an environmental scientist with over 47 years of government, academic and practical
environmental engineering experiences in ecology and environmental science. It is hopeful that this critique will
be reviewed and considered in the total reshaping of this unfortunately inflated, over stated, inaccurate proposed
plan regarding water quality management in Suffolk County. I am not a consultant. I have no vested interest in
this process except that I am a homeowner in Suffolk County and I am an academician who has partaken in a
considerable number of environmental planning activities over the last two decades. (I presently sit on the TAC
of the SSER Planning Group of the NYSDOS). I believe that the blame of conceived nitrogen pollution on septic
systems is unfounded, thus as a professional environmental engineer and Professor of Earth and Environmental
Sciences, I had to provide this information to you.  
 
Should you feel it necessary to discuss this further or would care to visit CERCOM to review the simple evaluation
that present themselves to the required dramatic improvement of this plan, please feel free to do so at your
convenience. At a minimum I believe these comments must be made part of the SEQRA process in NYS as this 
is a plan that will have significant impacts on environmental quality for Long Island.  
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August 29, 2019  

To: All Interested Parties/Files 

From: Dr. John T. Tanacredi, Professor Earth and Environmental Studies / Director CERCOM (Center 

for Environmental Research and Coastal Oceans Monitoring) 

Comments on the Draft Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan (June 2019) A Short Critique of the Executive 

Summary Document 

The basic assumption made in this report/plan are unsubstantiated by actual nitrogen loading data.  The 

plans approximation of 74 percent of un‐sewered homes discharge wastewater containing elevated 

nitrogen levels to the underlying sole source aquifer, and that the major effect of nitrogen reaching 

Suffolk County’s surface water body’s originates from onsite sanitary systems (traditional septic 

systems) that “are not designed to remove nitrogen,”  is an assumption so far from actual conditions 

and treatment effectiveness of properly maintained septic system that it borders on the level of 

mysticism! 

The LI NAP developed a plan in order to concur with Nassau and Suffolk County as they divided into Sub‐

watershed Waste water Plans (SWPs) “to protect the sole source aquifer”  admits that “wastewater 

management alone may not result in sufficient nitrogen removal to protect the environment and human 

health, and where additional nitrogen mitigation may be required”.  

The summery notes another falsity that OSDS systems (Septic) “provide primary treatment for the 

removal of BOD through settling within a septic tank followed by septic tank effluent through a leaching 

pool.”  BOD is mainly determined by carbonaceous wastes and the nitrogenous wastes are treated in 

the soils by nitrogenous bacteria that are mostly anaerobic. The 10 mg/L of nitrogen has not been 

recorded in aquifers, in drinking water well data or even on a continuous basis in drainage basin stream 

surface waters to any level considered a “crisis”. In addition Figure 1 Summary of Documented ‘Water 

Quality Improvements in 2017 is totally misleading and grossly exaggerated even for a decade long data 

set. Periodic blooms are “normal” and even those Rust or Brown Tide incidents are ephemeral and have 

little, if any human health impacts. Even trace ecological health implications are motivated by 

scientifically untrained, NGO environmental groups that have promoted the pre‐conceived agendas that 

have been scientifically unsound for decades, and have been defiant of a free exchange of alternative 

opinions, data review and non‐politically motivated perspectives.  

This summary notes that the “USEPA recommends surface water nitrogen concentrations of 0.45 mg/L 

for the protection of dissolved oxygen…” After 19 years of recording top and bottom water column 

dissolved oxygen values (DO) for 9 sites within Great South Bay, DO levels at all sites at top and bottom 

samples, have exhibited a robust DO average of 7.0 mg/L. Nitrogen has had no impact on the Great 

South Bay waters and there is no substantiated data supporting that 390,000 homeowners and their 

septic systems have impacted the dissolved oxygen levels in coastal waters of Suffolk County.  

 

Program Benefits Review states that Brown tides “have devastated areas of New York coastal waters, 

threatening important habitat”, “disrupting food chains for many marine species and impacting 

economically viable fisheries.” Which fisheries? Where on Long Island (NY)? When? For how long? What 

was the economic impact? What was the “disrupting food chains” examples? What have been the 



 

2 
 

“devastated areas”? Nothing was clearly defined that prompts the extensively expansive plan being 

proposed. 

Blooms of Alexandrium  spp (saxitoxn) should have the NYSDEC frequency of beach closures noted as 

well as what the economic impact is associated with the blooms? How many closures have occurred as 

“Temporary Shellfish Closures”?  As of July 27, 2019 – NO CLOSURES in effect? Uncertified areas, are just 

that!! “Uncertified” “Seasonally certified” are linked to summer precipitation events! Shellfish closures 

after “perception events” and an annual event due to urban runoff. Last decade has shown more 

precipitation on Long Island thus more atmospheric contributions. Little attention to atmospheric 

influences to nitrogen levels is presented. 

1.3 Innovative /Alternative Onside WTS (E‐12 t/0 15) 

This entire section would not be necessary if the County provided the 390,000 homeowners the 

economic incentive (tax relief or a rebate upon selling home, etc.) to maintain their own septic systems. 

Give a true economic relief to homeowners by giving a tax exemption for having their septic system 

pumped out. This would be an incredibly positive gesture for the homeowner as no septic system (and 

especially one that has moving parts as shown on page ES‐11) will ever remove 100% of nitrogen. 

Keeping the soil of the leach field healthy and bolstering the microflora of the septic tank to do their job, 

would be a conservation effort of little cost and certainly wouldn’t need to “maintain” the IA septic 

system. The IA septic demonstrations have all been less effective than the standard septic systems 

presently existing in the 390,000 households identified in this Draft plan.  

Existing sewage treatment facilities should be upgraded to secondary treatment at a minimum (i.e. 

activated sludge systems reduce Nitrogen!) The report constantly uses the 10 ppm (mg/L) as required by 

the SPDES permits and this is what the STP’s should be able to attain. No indication that septic systems 

discharge anywhere near this value. All estimates of nitrogen contributions from septic systems are 

inflated.  

The County’s Report relied only on a limited number of specialists input into this planning process. 

Stakeholder involvement was limited to select NGO’s or agencies. SEQRA processes were not integrated 

into this long‐term proposal.  

Page ES‐16 Section 2.4 Groundwater Modeling 

Figure 7 shows the land surface are a contributing groundwater base flow to surface waters. The 

considerable time for recharging precipitation, taking in the Carmen’s river surface water system, over a 

century to discharge to base flow, providing the basis for the estimated nitrogen loading to the surface 

waters. If these model exercises (200 – year simulation period) are independent of developmental 

patterns in each of these drainage areas for the relevant surface water, the nitrogen loading would vary 

considerably over this expansive time period. The 50 year groundwater contributing area was used to 

characterize nitrogen loading for the 5 west end towns. Depending on the 50 year previous 

development rate and anticipated “projected future build‐out conditions”, nitrogen loadings would be 

overestimated and the identified recommended wastewater alternatives, if implemented, would spur 

on sprawl development scenarios.  

Section 2.5.1 (pg. ES‐24) identifies nitrogen introduced to the aquifer system as the “most significant 

component of nitrogen load” from on‐site sanitary systems. This per‐capita nitrogen load was assigned 
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an average of 10 lbs. / nitrogen per person per year and that “six percent removal of nitrogen in septic 

tank (consistent with Valiela (1977), Lyod(216), Vandrey(21016) and Stinnette (2014)”. All these 

projected removal percentage models did not include individual septic system routine maintenance with 

accumulated sludge removal and populations of homeowners associated with individual septic units.  

Septic systems, with all things being equal and with an active annual maintenance regimen, fostered by 

an appropriate education to communicate to homeowners about the effectiveness and benefit of 

individual property owner wastewater treatment, would provide for and average amount of 75 ‐ 85% 

reduction of nitrate effluent concentrations through personal maintenance of a healthy soil 

denitrification process! (USEPA, “Septic Systems and Ground‐Water Protection An Executive’s Guide, “ 

(1986) 

Section 2.6 Existing Conditions Nitrogen Load Estimates:  

“Groundwater Models” and “the simulated results provided the estimated nitrogen concentration 

throughout the aquifer system, the estimated nitrogen loads to each sub‐ watershed and the estimated 

concentration of nitrogen in supply wells. “ The report noted that these estimates were “a reasonable 

representation of observed concentrations and no systematic bias was observed across the datasets.” 

How was this established or determined?  In addition the report identifies that Nitrogen is not a concern 

(77% of community supply wells to be less than 4 mg/L) in the source water community supply wells in 

Suffolk County! (pg. ES‐ 27) 

Section 2.7.2 Surface Water Modeling and Residence Time Calculation:  

Figure 16 shows “ the parameters that were included in the database organized for this project and the 

number of samples provided by each data source” These parameter are not all equal contributors to the 

environmental impact to water quality and/or health of the estuarine systems monitored. For example 

DO values would be a primary determining factor in the health of coastal estuaries and the total 

diversity of phytoplankton/algae inventory would have an associated relationship especially if nitrogen 

is the target nutrient. 

Section 2.8.6 though Section 2.10 

Nitrogen load reductions efforts for marine and estuarine waters to meet an “ecological endpoint” were 

noted in these sections. The most important factor however, which is never discussed or addressed by 

any ecosystem based management methodology. What are these ecologic endpoints? What estuarine 

water quality conditions are to be the end goal especially since this water quality plan anticipated 

spending $4 billion over 50 years, so it should have at a minimum the anticipated, detailed benefits of 

this mega project, should it proceed. The entire section avoids any discussion nor identifies  what quality 

level Long Island’s (Suffolk County) coastal ecology will be attained. 

Section 3.0 Evaluation of Wastewater Management Methods 

A true cost‐benefit analysis if it were even to be done on septic system effectiveness, efficiency and 

lowest of all cost for wastewater treatment, would reveal it to be the lowest cost approach to 

controlling (no system will ever totally remove nitrogen from wastewaters) nitrogen while not being an 

economic burden on the homeowner specifically.  
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All pilot areas have not revealed the new innovative systems to be any more, and probably considerably 

less effective in nitrogen‐reduction, than a standard septic system. In addition, existing septic systems 

were not analyzed for their existing costs/# of nitrogen removed. To suggest the use of I/A systems will 

be  “mandated upgrades” if the old system fails, is counter to all property rights and conservation ethics, 

and is a gross miscarriage of legislative mandates involving water quality. (Pages ES 55‐66) 

Section 3.5.1 Inventory of Exiting Sewer Proposals in Suffolk County 

Incorporated in this draft plan to “identify 21 County led sewering proposals and 15 town/village led 

sewering proposals that have been evaluated over the past two decades,” is nothing more than a effort 

to justify the replacement of all residential neighborhoods that have existing septic systems to treat 

household waste water with “I/A systems” that are generally untested, no more effective that standard 

traditional septic systems , and are systems with moving parts, making them more vulnerable to 

breakdowns and costly maintenance or repair. (Pages ES 69 –ES76) 

The draft SWP identifies “that all OSDS (old septic systems) would benefit from upgrade (replacement) 

to I/A OWTS systems but that some parcels may benefit more from sewering.” This statement 

eliminates any homeowner’s maintenance practices of individual septic systems with two overly costly 

alternatives.  

Section 4.1 (pg. Es‐76 ‐ end) Predicted Benefit of SWP implementation on Surface waters.  

All Figures 1, 36 and 37 are “simulated models” based on 10 mg/L providing a false justification for the 

wholesale replacement of septic systems with I/A OWTS “advanced systems”. Model predications are 

basically “crap shoots” of future, real world healthy, ecologically robust and productive “coastal 

ecosystems”. Reduce the threshold values in these models for nitrogen from septic systems, or improve 

existing systems by household stakeholders maintenance, and the nitrogen problem will almost totally 

disappear. Models do not equal evidence! Monitoring sewered treatment systems by NYSPDES 

permitting would always be necessary and required.  

Section 5.1 Privacy Program Recommendations _ (pg. ES82‐85) 

Noted as “Phase I Ramp up”, there should be No amendment to Article 6 of the Suffolk County Sanitary 

Code that “requires the installation of IA OWTS for all new construction!  

In addition, replacement and/or upgrading of existing septic systems should be “in‐kind” not imposing 

any additional costs to homeowners even if all existing systems fail or request to be upgraded.  

Maintained properly, septic systems will last forever. 

 



A	Guide	to	Comments	in	the	DGEIS/SWP	Review	Document-Phase	1	Comments	

dated	September	4,	2019	

All	 the	 nitrogen	 loading	 calculations	 and	 conclusions	 used	 in	 the	 SWP	 are	 in	
question.	(pages	5-9)	

• Contrary	to	the	SWP’s	statement,	conventional	Onsite	Sewage	Disposal	Systems	
(OSDSs)	are	designed	to	treat	wastewater	and	to	remove	nitrogen.	(page	5)	

• The	 SWP	 skewed	 results	 and	 conclusions	 and	 exaggerated	 nitrogen	 loading	
from	conventional	sewage	disposal	systems.	(pages	6-9)	

• Naturally	occurring	denitrification	in	coastal	areas	were	ignored	or	underrated	
in	the	SWP.	(page	7)	

• The	 SWP	 has	 given	 no	 evidence	 that	 empirical	 studies	 have	 been	 done	 on	
existing	conventional	sewage	disposal	systems	that	would	justify	the	nitrogen	
reduction	assumptions	used	in	the	computer	modeling.		(page	9)	

The	SWP	does	not	offer	a	practical,	cost-effective	or	short	term	strategy	to	deal	
with	the	immediate	problem	of	failed	sewage	disposal	systems.	(pages	10-13)			

• Some	of	the	strategies	being	presented	by	the	SWP	will	be	harmful	in	both	the	
long	and	short	run.	(page	11)	

• The	SWP	fails	to	recognize	conventional	systems	as	a	viable	strategy	resulting	
in	a	negative	impact.	(page	11)	

• The	SWP	needs	to	address	more	cost	effective	and	practical	help	for	
homeowners	with	pre-existing	OSDSs.		(page	12)	

• The	SWP	sewering	strategy	will	have	a	negative	impact	(12)	
• The	“Proposed	Action”,	as	is,	will	have	a	negative	impact	on	the	quality	of	life,	

safety	and	public	health	of	the	residents	of	Suffolk	County.	(pages	11-12)	

	
What	is	really	causing	harmful	algae	blooms?	(pages	12-18)	

• The	SWP	makes	no	attempt	to	consider	the	nutritional	needs	of	our	bays.	(page	
12)		

• The	 Plan	 distanced	 itself	 from	 the	 ecosystem	 that	 the	 Public	 believes	 will	
somehow	be	nurtured	(page	13)		

• The	SWP	strategy	for	the	control	of	harmful	algae	is	to	simply	starve	them	of	
nitrogen.	(page	15)		

• It	 is	 under	 low	 nitrogen	 conditions	 that	 HABs	 have	 shown	 competitive	
advantages	over	other	algae.	(page	15)	



• If	we	further	reduce	the	nitrogen	loading	to	our	bay,	we	will	decrease	shellfish	
populations,	increase	the	effect	of	intermittent	nitrogen	loadings	and	increase	
the	potential	for	HABs.	(page	15)	

• “Successful”	nitrogen	reductions	have	not	yielded	the	expected	results.	(page	
15)	

• Sewer	systems	have	upset	the	nutrient	balance	to	favor	Brown	Tides.	(page	16)	

• HABs	 are	 predominately	 associated	 with	 those	 water	 bodies	 that	 have	 the	
lowest	nitrogen	loadings	(page	17)		

• Brown	Tide	blooms	occur	when	inorganic	nitrogen	levels	are	low	(page	17)	

• High	nutrient	concentrations	resulted	in	healthy	shellfish	populations	(page	17)	

• High	 nutrient	 concentrations	 have	 resulted	 in	 healthy	 shellfish	 populations.	
(page	17)	

	

The	 SWP	 misportrays	 the	 water	 quality	 in	 Suffolk	 County	 with	 “sobering	
statistics”.	(pages	20-25)	

• The	SWP	incorrectly	paints	a	grim	picture	of	water	quality	in	Suffolk	County	by	
using	selected	statistics.	(page	20)	

• It	appears	that	the	SWP’s	choice	to	lump	together	sampling	station	data,	has	
presented	a	misportrayal	of	the	nitrogen	concentrations	in	the	Great	South	Bay;	
and	masked	the	existing	low	concentrations	of	nitrogen	in	the	bay.	(page	20-
24)	

• The	 SWP’s	 claim	 that	 the	 Southwest	 Sewer	 District	 lowered	 ammonia	
concentrations	in	selected	streams	has	not	been	scientifically	proven.	(page	23)	

	

Other	Impacts	(pages	25-34)	

• The	 SWP	 does	 not	 adequately	 address	 noise	 and	 odors	 resulting	 from	 the	
implementation	of	the	“Proposed	Action”.	(pages	25-28)	

• Reduction	in	total	nitrogen	loading	to	surface	waters	and	groundwaters	has	not	
been	 shown	 to	 have	 an	 impact	 on	 water	 quality	 that	 will	 result	 in	 an	
improvement	in	human	health.	(page	28)	

• Upgrading	 of	 failed	 systems	 and	 old/grandfathered	 systems	 with	 new	
conventional	 systems	built	 to	 conventional	 standards	will	 result	 in	 increased	
separation	of	the	system	to	the	groundwater	table	and	reduced	failures	which	
in	 turn	 results	 in	 less	 human	 health	 hazards	 associated	 with	 exposures	 to	



sewage	and	potential	physical	harm	from	a	collapsed	system.	(page	28)	
• It	 has	not	been	proven	 that	 reduced	nitrogen	 concentrations	will	 result	 in	 a	

reduction	in	the	number	and	intensity	of	HAB	events	on	a	countywide	basis;	nor	
would	 it	 result	 in	 reduced	HAB’s	 related	 toxins	within	 shellfish	 or	 increased	
protection	of	human	health.	(page	28)	

• The	SWP	strategy	of	“diverting”	our	water	supply	into	coastal	waters	through	
sewage	treatment	plant	outfalls	is	a	strategy	doomed	for	failure.	(page	29)	

• The	DGEIS	should	recommend	a	policy	that	prevents	additional	expansion	of	
wastewater	 flows,	 both	 from	 within	 and	 outside	 the	 coastal	 outfall	 sewer	
districts;	so	as	to	prevent	negative	impacts	on	the	water	supply.	(page	29)	

• The	DGEIS	should	have	declared	that	sewering	to	coastal	outfalls	would	result	
in	a	negative	impact.		(page	30)	

• The	DGEIS	should	have	determined	that	leaving	the	fate	of	the	water	supply	in	
the	hands	of	zoning	boards	would	result	in	a	negative	impact.		(page	30)	

• The	commitment	of	resources	will	be	higher	with	the	 implementation	of	 the	
Proposed	Action	and	resultantly	have	a	potential	negative	impact.		(page	31)	

• The	DGEIS	and	SWP	should	 include	 the	option	of	using	conventional	 sewage	
disposal	systems	in	its	analysis	and	as	part	of	the	Proposed	Action	to	mitigate	
negative	impacts.	(page	31)	

• The	SWP	provides	no	evidence	that	conventional	sewage	disposal	systems	are	
the	source	of	any	pathogens	found	in	surface	waters.	(page	33)		

	

	

Electronic	copy	of	this	document	and	SWP	Comments	at:	http://tiny.cc/SWPreviews	
 

	

	

	
	 	

	

	



A	Review	of	the	Dra/	Generic	Environmental	Impact	Statement	for	the	
Suffolk	County	Subwatersheds	Wastewater	Plan	

Suffolk	County	Wastewater	Management	Program	for	the	ReducEon	of	Nitrogen	
Loading	from	Wastewater	Sources	

Prepared:	September	4,	2019	
																																												 	 	 Phase	1	-Comments	 					

	 				With	Addendum	 		

“If	septic	systems	are	causing	harmful	algae	blooms	and	killing	clams	and	killing	5ish	–then	why	
after	35	years	hasn’t	their	elimination	and	sewering	solved	the	problem?”		

“We	should	not	attempt	to	control	harmful	algae	by	starving	the	bay	of	nutrients.”	
“Further	reducing	the	nitrogen	loading	to	our	bay	will	decrease	shell5ish	populations	and	

	increase	the	potential	for	harmful	algae	blooms.”		

� 	
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About	the	Group:	Each	member	has	brought	their	own	area	of	expertise	and	experience	to	this	
review.	A	 function	of	 the	Team	has	been	 to	 listen,	 challenge	and	critique	each	other,	 in	order	 to	
assure	a	balanced	perspective.		
The	 SWP	 in	 some	 instances	 has	 stated	 its	 conclusions	 as	 absolutes	 while	 there	 are	 clearly	
uncertainties.	 	 Contrary	 to	 the	 conclusions	 drawn	 by	 the	 SWP	 and	 DGEIS,	 the	 data	 and	 the	
literature	suggest	that	many	of	the	SWP	recommended	actions	may	indeed	have	negative	effects.		
The	 SWP	 Review	 Group	 recognizes	 the	 complexity	 of	 systems	 but	 uses	 deHinitive	 language	 to	
encourage	the	reader	to	explore	the	alternative	perspectives	suggested	by	research	and	data.		

General	Dissent	of	the	SWP:	
During	the	course	of	preparation	of	the	SWP,	individuals	have	offered	information	that	is	counter	
to	the	pre-conceived	notion	that	nitrogen	is	the	number	one	villain	of	our	bays.	In	response,	it	was	
pointed	out	in	several	organizational	meetings	that	these	individuals	must	be	wrong.	The	ground	
swell	of	organizational	support	for	the	SWP	is	based	on	the	belief	that	it	will	protect	our	drinking	
water,	 eliminate	 HABs	 and	 return	 our	 bays	 to	 some	 previous,	 undeHined	 level	 of	 productivity.	
Those	 who	 support	 the	 SWP	 have	 assumed	 that	 it	 will	 be	 the	 vehicle	 to	 achieve	 these	 goals;	
however,	the	SWP	does	not	state	or	demonstrate	that	it	will.	

In	Memory:	
During	the	course	of	the	last	year	we	lost	three	of	our	colleagues,	who	had	a	tremendous	impact	in	the	
field	of	Public	Health	and	Wastewater	Treatment.		They	are	Robert	Villa,	Aldo	Andreoli	and	Steve	Costa;	
God	bless.  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IntroducEon	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
On March 10th of this year we completed a review of the sewage disposal practices in Suffolk County, 

which had been undertaken several years ago.  We evaluated the sewage disposal practices in Suffolk 

County and presented a report with recommendations to County officials with a long range strategy and 

plan for sewage disposal. [Policy	Report]    This report coupled with two other reports we did [Eastern	
Bays	Review	&		LICAP	Report	Review] served as primary references for this review of the DGEIS and the 

Subwatershed Wastewater Plan; and they are linked in our written comments.  It is recommended that 

the reader familiarize him or herself with these documents.   

With only about a month to review and prepare comments on the 800 pages of the SWP, 500 pages of 

the DGEIS and the 1500 pages of supporting documents, we were restricted by time and had to center 

our focus on the DGEIS at hand and the SWP as it related to the DGEIS.  Finalization of this report and 

comments is pending the results of the public hearings. [Addendum at:	hSp://Iny.cc/SWPaddendum] 

Summary	
Based upon this review we found the DGEIS and SWP to be deficient on several levels.  As a group of 

scientists, engineers and public health experts, what we found most puzzling was the focus on nitrogen 

as being the trigger for all the ills of the groundwater supply and estuaries.  The	portrayal	of	nitrogen	
being	 on	 the	 rise	 and	 needing	 “remediation”	 appears	 to	 be	 a	 common	 theme	 and	 pattern	
throughout	the	SWP	and	DGEIS.			

According to the DGEIS and SWP nitrogen is the cause of fish kills, the decline of clam populations and 

harmful algae blooms; and has it affected the health of Suffolk County residents.  When we reviewed the 

SWP and other references, we found no cause and effect to these claims.  Instead of proving cause and 

effect, the DGEIS and SWP inferred and implied connections with nitrogen, misinterpreting data, failing 

to consider information supporting alternative causal hypotheses and using computer programs (models) 

to bolster the flawed hypothesis.   The most outstanding flaw of the SWP was its changing of the 

assumptions used to simulate and predict wastewater nitrogen loading to the groundwater and bays.  

Assumptions were specifically changed in the SWP; more than doubling the predicted nitrogen loading 

from previous reports (by the same consultants).  This	 incorrectly	 skewed	 the	 results	 and	
conclusions.	 In addition, data was manipulated for the SWP to depict rising nitrogen levels throughout 

the estuaries, while other analyses (including ours) indicated that the nitrogen concentrations were 

actually on a downward trend.  The DGEIS failed to identify a series of negative impacts, caused by The 
Proposed Action.  The DGEIS did not take in to account the negative impact that nitrogen reductions 

would have on the ecosystem.  In effect, The Proposed Action sets out to starve all algae without 

taking into consideration the nutritional needs of the estuaries. The DGEIS did not consider that 

bodies of water with reduced nitrogen loading, historically have the highest incidences of harmful algae 

blooms.  The DGEIS did not consider that two of our largest estuaries have among the lowest nitrogen 

loads on the east coast.  Because	the	SWP	ignores	the	living	resources	of	the	bays,	it	appears	that	the	
SWP	 strategy	 for	 the	 control	 of	 harmful	 algae	 is	 to	 simply	 starve	 them	 of	 nitrogen.	 But	 it	 is	
unrealistic	 to	expect	 that	 starving	harmful	algae	will	not	affect	 the	 rest	of	 the	ecosystem.	 
The DGEIS did not consider that Mecox	Bay	(LI)	has	perhaps	the	highest	density	of	oysters	in	the	
eastern	United	States.	 	 It	also	has	nitrogen	concentrations	at	 least	10	times	higher	than	the	
eastern	bays	but	has	never	experienced	a	HAB.	

The	 SWP	 provides	 no	 short	 range	 strategy	 to	 deal	 with	 the	 hundreds	 of	 thousands	 of	 existing	
septic	 systems	 that	 need	 immediate	 help	 to	 correct	 failing	 and	dangerous	 situations.	 	 The	 SWP	
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offers	no	practical,	cost-effective	or	short	 term	strategy	to	deal	with	 this	massive	problem.	 	The	
SWP	is	deIicient	by	promoting	the	expansion	of	sewer	districts	without	placing	control	on	
growth	 (increased	 wastewater	 Ilow)	 within	 the	 districts,	 most	 of	 these	 sewer	 districts	
discharge	to	coastal	waters	through	outfalls.	The	SWP	falls	short	by	not	establishing	a	policy	that	
prevents	 further	 increases	 in	 discharge	 and	 reductions	 in	 recharge;	or	 requiring	 SCDHS	 to	 take	
action	in	this	respect.		It	does	nothing	to	prevent	expansions	of	uses	(increase	in	wastewater	Hlows	
within	the	districts),	which	result	in	increased	discharges	by	default.		It	leaves	the	protection	of	the	
water	supply	up	to	the	local	zoning	and	planning	boards,	which	has	had	devastating	effects	in	the	
past.	 	As	a	result,	enactment	of	“The	Proposed	Action”	sets	the	stage	for	negative	impacts	on	the	
groundwater	supply	and	reduction	in	base	Hlow.	 	The	DGEIS	should	have	determined	that	leaving	
the	fate	of	the	water	supply	in	the	hands	of	zoning	and	planning	boards	would	result	in	a	negative	
impact.			

The	SWP	has	determined	that	areas	with	 less	than	10	feet	 to	groundwater	are	priority	areas	 for	
advanced	sewage	treatment.		However,	the	SWP	provides	no	meaningful	evidence	as	to	why	this	is	
necessary.	 	 To	 the	 contrary	 our	 review	 shows	 that	 these	 areas	 actually	 provide	 the	 best	
opportunity	 for	natural	denitriHication	 to	occur.	 	 In	addition,	 the	SWP	has	provided	no	evidence	
that	pathogens	have	any	better	survival	rate	in	these	areas.		The	SWP	has	unnecessarily	designated	
areas	with	 less	 than	 10	 feet	 to	 groundwater	 as	 “priority	 areas”	 creating	 a	negative	 impact	 on	
homeowners	in	those	areas.	

The	 sponsors	 of	 the	 SWP	 have	 labeled	 nitrogen	 as	 “Public	 Enemy	 #1”	 and	 the	 conventional	
sewage	disposal	systems	as	“Monsters”;	as	we	will	see	in	this	review	of	the	DGEIS,	this	is	far	from	
the	 truth	 and	 to	 the	 contrary,	 nitrogen	 and	 conventional	 systems	are	 essential	 components	 of	 a	
balanced	sewage	disposal	strategy	in	Suffolk	County.	

*****	
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Comments	on	the	DGEIS	Conclusions	(as	presented	on	pages	1-2	&	1-3	of	the	DGEIS)	
The	following	are	comments	on	some	of	the	DGEIS	conclusions	which	were	presented	on	pages	
1-2	&	1-3	as	“A	summary	of	the	key	conclusions	based	on	the	assessments	within	this	Draft	GEIS”.		
Our	comments	on	the	“key	conclusions”	will	include	a	statement	of	the	conclusion	(as	presented	in	
the	DGEIS)	followed	by	the	comments.	

Conclusion	#1:	“Suffolk	County	groundwater	and	surface	water	resources	have	been	impacted	from	
nitrogen	introduced	by	sanitary	wastewater.”	

Comment:	Obviously,	wastewater	treatment	by-products	that	are	discharged	into	the	groundwater	
can	have	an	impact;	whether	that	impact	is	beneHicial,	harmful	or	neutral	is	the	issue.		Stating	that	
there	 is	an	impact	on	water,	 in	and	of	 itself,	 is	not	meaningful	and	should	not	be	 listed	as	a	“key	
conclusion”.		This	is	like	stating	“oxygen	has	impacted	air”;	its	stating	the	obvious,	but	not	useful	in	
the	context	of	a	DGEIS	conclusion.		

In	any	event,	 the	reality	 is	 that	the	SWP	has	not	shown	harmful	 impacts	caused	by	nitrogen	
loading,	which	is	a	necessary	foundation	for	the	plan	to	be	credible.	 	Rather	than	presenting	
empirical	evidence	of	cause	and	effect,	the	plan	depends	on	computer	models	to	speculate	on	what	
nitrogen	levels	will	be	in	the	distant	future	(and	even	what	they	are	today).	The	computer	models	
predict	rising	levels	of	nitrogen	in	our	groundwater	and	surface	waters;	and	then	uses	simulations	
to	 show	how	sewers	will	 lower	 them.	 	 	To	 solve	 the	perceived	problem	of	nitrogen	 loading	 the	
SWP’s	Hirst	choice	is	sewering	practically	all	of	Suffolk	County	(except	for	open	spaces);	defaulting	
to	 I/A	 OWTSs	 as	 a	 backup	 plan.	 	 	 	 As	will	 be	 discussed	 later	 in	 this	 report	we	 see	 that	 these	
speculative	modeling	solutions	do	not	address	the	necessary	“ecological	end	points”	and	that	the	
“solutions”	will	be	harmful	in	the	short	and	long	run	and	present	negative	impacts.			

“Harmful	impacts”,	caused	by	nitrogen	loading,	have	not	been	demonstrated	by	the	SWP.	

Conclusion	#2:	 “The	more	 than	380,000	 existing	 onsite	wastewater	 disposal	 systems	 (OSDS)	 that	
exist	in	Suffolk	County	are	not	designed	to	address	nitrogen	removal.	“	

Comment:	 	 This	 statement	 is	 incorrect	 and	misleading.	 	 Conventional	 Onsite	 Sewage	 Disposal	
Systems	(OSDSs),	consisting	of	a	septic	tank	and	leaching	facility,	are	designed	to	treat	wastewater	
and	 they	 are	 designed	 to	 remove	 nitrogen;	 the	 extent	 to	 which	 they	 do	 this	 depends	 on	 their	
individual	design	and	location.		(It	should	be	noted	that	a	large	proportion	of	the	380,000	existing	
systems	 are	 in	 need	 of	 septic	 tanks	 and	 repairs	 in	 order	 to	 bring	 them	 up	 to	 conventional	
standards	so	they	can	properly	treat	for	nitrogen	and	enhance	their	operation	and	improve	safety).		
This	SWP	conclusion	about	nitrogen	removal	 is	one	of	the	most	 important	Hlaws	in	the	SWP.	 	By	
accepting	this	conclusion,	the	County	has	disregarded	the	denitriHication	processes	that	occur	with	
Conventional	Onsite	Sewage	Disposal	Systems	and	 therefore	 they	have	not	accurately	accounted	
for	 them	 in	 the	wastewater	plan.	 	 This	 disregard	has	 resulted	 in	 the	use	 of	 inaccurate	nitrogen	
loading	 data	 in	 the	 SWP,	 which	 in	 turn	 has	 resulted	 in	 inaccurate	 conclusions	 about	 nitrogen	
loading	and	the	impacts	to	Suffolk	County’s	water	resources	(groundwater	and	surface	waters).		In	
the	 SWP	 the	 county	 has	 extensively	 used	 computer	modeling	 to	 predict	 the	 effects	 of	 nitrogen	
loading	on	the	water	resources,	and	by	inputting	wrong	data	and	assumptions	into	their	models,	
their	results	are	wrong.				
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All	the	nitrogen	loading	calculaEons	and	conclusions	used	in	the	SWP	are	in	quesEon	

The	 fundamental	 task	 the	 County	 has	 failed	 to	 do	 in	 the	 SWP	 is	 to	 accurately	 account	 for	 the	
nitrogen	 loading	 from	 conventional	 Onsite	 Sewage	 Disposal	 Systems	 (OSDSs),	 including	 the	
degrees	of	denitriHication	that	occur	in	the	system	and	surrounding	environment.			

The	 following	 table	 (Table	1)	depicts	various	stages	of	 treatment	and	denitriHication	used	 in	 the	
SWP	 and	 compares	 them	 with	 a	 previous	 study	 done	 by	 Stony	 Brook	 University	 (SBU);	 the	
consultants	for	these	two	studies	are	the	same.		A	comparison	shows	that	in	2016	the	consultants	
predicted	a	66%	reduction	 in	nitrogen	 loading	as	a	result	of	 treatment	with	conventional	onsite	
sewage	disposal	systems;	then	three	years	later	in	the	SWP	they	reduced	this	reduction	to	as	little	
as	27%.	 	This	had	the	effect	of	more	than	doubling	the	septic	nitrogen	load,	with	the	stroke	of	a	
pen.	 	 As	 a	 result,	 the	 perceived	 impact	 of	 nitrogen	 from	 conventional	 systems	 doubled.	 	This	
incorrectly	skewed	the	results	and	conclusions	in	favor	of	sewering	and	away	from	the	use	of	
conventional	disposal	systems.		

(1)	Terminology	used	is	from	the	Eastern	Bays	Report	(page	43)	
(2)	SWP	specifies	0%	denitrificaIon	in	the	glacial	outwash	plain	and	15%	in	glacial	Moraine	(ES-SecIon	2.5.1)	
(3)	ReducIons	have	been	compounded	as	per	Suffolk	County	correspondence.	
(4)	In	lieu	of	empirical	data	for	hyporheic	denitrificaIon,	SWP	used	esImates	from	a	wetlands	study	(Hamersly,	2001)	to	
esImate	the	denitrificaIon	by	hyporheic	zones	in	Suffolk	(SWP	SecIon	2.1.5.1.5).		We	used	the	15%	esImate	for	the	
purposes	of	calculaIons	in	this	comparison.	
(5)	Note	this	Table	does	not	include	natural	denitrificaIon	that	may	occur	in	the	riparian	zone,	where	shallow	sepIc	systems	
and	bog	layers	can	provide	condiIons	conducive	for	natural	denitrificaIon	

According	to	the	SWP,	these	nitrogen	removal	assumptions	were	changed	based	upon	“a	consensus	
of	the	Nitrogen	Load	Model	Focus	Group”.	 	The	change	in	the	“Moraine	Aquifer”	nitrogen	reduction	
was	from	35%	to	15%.	 	This	was	based	upon	a	study	by	C.	Young	in	2013	 [Young	Report],	which	

Table	1	-	
A	Comparison	of	Nitrogen	ReducEons	for	ConvenEonal	Onsite	Sewage	Disposal	Systems	
using	data	from	the	2016	Stony	Brook	University	report,	Long	Island	South	Shore	Estuary	
Reserve	Eastern	Bays	Report	(Eastern	Bays	Report)	and	the	Suffolk	County	2019	Drak	
Subwatershed	Wastewater	Plan	(SWP).

Stages	of	Treatment	(1) 2016	Eastern	Bays	Report	
%	Nitrogen	Removal

2019	SWP		
%	Nitrogen	Removal

SepIc	Tank 7% 6%

Leaching	Field 35% 10%

SepIc	Plume 35% 0%

Aquifer 15% 0%	for	glacial	outwash	area		
15%	for	Moraine	area	(2)

Hyporheic	zone 0% 10	–	15%	(use	15%)	(4)

Total	%	Nitrogen	ReducIon	
(compounded)	(3)

66%		 27%	for	glacial	outwash	area	
37%	for	Moraine	area	

� 	6

https://drive.google.com/file/d/1nUZdE4DvI9EqvK8vYuWEo_0cCSjvonKR/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1hXvGGVHouy1CvYU1euiPbYsmyS6UKXfn/view?usp=sharing


used	the	ratio	of	Nitrogen	gas	to	Argon	gas	to	predict	the	15%	denitriHication	in	the	Northport	area	
(glacial	Moraine	area).	 	The	SWP	then	applied	this	number	across	the	County	and	then	assumed	
the	glacial	outwash	area	had	less	viable	conditions	for	denitriHication	and	reduced	those	areas	to	
0%.	[ES-2.5.1]	Such	a	drastic	change,	based	upon	the	results	of	one	study,	using	a	computer	model	
is	not	good	science	and	poor	engineering.	 	ConHirmation	of	 these	results	 for	 the	glacial	Moraine	
and	 further	 study	 of	 the	 glacial	 outwash	 plain	 should	 have	 been	 in	 order,	 prior	 to	 reducing	
denitriHication	 levels	 to	0%.	 	The	0%	glacial	plain	assumption	 is	 illogical	and	does	not	 take	 into	
account	 the	 reasonable-certainty	 that	additional	denitriHication	occurs	 in	 this	 zone,	 especially	 in	
the	riparian	zone	along	the	south	shore.	

Naturally	occurring	denitrificaEon	in	coastal	areas	were	ignored	or	underrated	in	the	SWP	

In	 respect	 to	 this,	 it	 is	 well	 documented	 in	 the	 Suffolk	 County	 Department	 of	 Health	 Service’s	
records	 that	 extensive	 layers	 of	 subsurface	 black	 peat	 (bog)	 exist	 along	 the	 south	 shore,	which	
would	 be	 conducive	 to	 promoting	 substantial	 groundwater	 denitriHication.	 	 Such	 peat	 layers	
appear	 to	 provide	 the	 necessary	 dissolved	 organic	 carbon	 source,	 that	 when	 coupled	with	 low	
dissolved	 oxygen	 (DO)	 levels	 and	 increased	 detention	 times	 (traversing	 peat)	 provide	 a	 greater	
opportunity	for	for	natural	denitriHication	in	coastal	areas,	especially	in	shallow	groundwater	areas	
near	the	shoreline.	This	phenomenon	is	further	discussed	in	our	May	6,	2018	report[	Eastern	Bays	
Review	 	 page	 4]	 In	 addition,	 Figure	 1	 (next	 page)	 is	 a	 schematic	 demonstrating	 the	 expected	
mechanism	for	septic	efHluent	and	groundwater	denitriHication	in	a	shallow	groundwater	area.	

[Remainder	of	page	deliberately	blank]	
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Figure	1	

� 	

Further	exaggerating	the	nitrogen	loading	from	conventional	disposal	systems,	the	SWP	changed	
the	 “leaching	 Hield”	 nitrogen	 removal	 from	 35%	 to	 10%.	 The	 original	 35%	 nitrogen	 removal	
through	a	leaching	Hield	was	documented	in	the	Eastern	Bays	Report	[SBU	Report]	a	Suffolk	County	
Department	of	Health	Services	Study	by	Andreoli	et	al,	1979.		The	justiHication	for	this	25%	change	
was	not	apparent	in	the	SWP	and	must	be	vetted	before	being	applied	across	the	County.			

To	 address	 the	 nitrogen	 removal	 due	 to	 hyporheic	 zone	 denitriHication,	 a	 10	 to	 15%	 estimated	
reduction	for	hyporheic	denitriHication	was	applied	in	the	SWP,	based	on	a	wetlands	study	done	in	
Massachusetts	 (Hamersly,	 2001).	 	 [2.1.5.1.5	 DenitriHication	 Effect	 of	 Coastal	 Wetlands	 and	 the	
Hyporheic	 Zone]	 These	 estimates	 (assumptions)	were	 used	 by	 the	 SWP	 instead	 of	 the	 Hindings	
from	 local	 studies	 here	 on	 Long	 Island,	which	 addressed	 hyporheic	 denitriHication	 (e.g.	 Durand,	
2014	 and	 Slater,	 1987).	 Durand	 showed	 24	 to	 32%	 denitriHication	 through	 the	most	 inHluential	
hyporheic	zone	in	the	Forge	River	(Chapter	5).	[See	Durand	Report]	[Slater	Report	]		Furthermore,	in	
Chapter	 9,	 the	 SWP	 recognizes	 that	 it	 does	 not	 have	 a	 handle	 on	 the	 effect	 of	 hyporheic	
denitriHication	and	states:		

“There	is	considerable	uncertainty	regarding	denitri7ication	through	the	hyporheic	zone	
as	the	denitri5ication	rate	is	spatially	variable,	even	within	the	same	water	body.	Denitri5ication	
through	 the	 hyporheic	 zone	 was	 included	 in	 the	 subwatershed-speci5ic	 nitrogen	 load	
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development	with	an	estimated	attenuation	 rate	 through	wetlands,	 in	acknowledgement	of	 its	
potential	importance	on	a	site-speci5ic	basis.	If	the	impact	of	the	hyporheic	zone	is	to	be	further	
considered,	 discrete	 subwatershed-speci5ic	 sampling	would	 be	 required	 to	 provide	 site-speci5ic	
attenuation	rates.	This	may	be	warranted	for	subwatersheds	with	high	nitrogen	load	reduction	
goals,	to	further	re5ine	the	load	reduction	targets.”	

In	 light	 of	 this	 information,	 the	 results	 and	 conclusions	 of	 the	 SWP	have	 been	 skewed	 and	
must	 be	 discounted.	 	 The	 DGEIS	 cannot	 make	 a	 determination	 in	 favor	 of	 the	 SWP	 until	 the	
correct	nitrogen	loading	assumptions	are	determined;	this	is	the	foundation	of	the	plan,	which	is	
based	on	 the	nitrogen	 loading.	 	The	SWP	has	given	no	evidence	 that	any	empirical	 studies	have	
been	done	on	existing	conventional	sewage	disposal	systems	to	justify	the	assumptions	used.	 	In	
addition,	the	assumptions	the	SWP	did	use,	were	unfounded	or	incorrectly	applied,	reHlecting	poor	
scientiHic	procedures.	 	It	was	reported	that	the	County	had	planned	on	doing	extensive	testing	of	
existing	conventional	disposal	systems	as	part	of	this	process,	but	apparently	decided	not	to.	 	The	
adoption	of	the	SWP	can	not	proceed	accordingly.	

In	 addition,	 based	 on	 the	 information	 provided,	 the	 conclusion	 that	 “The	 more	 than	 380,000	
existing	onsite	wastewater	disposal	systems	(OSDS)	that	exist	 in	Suffolk	County	are	not	designed	to	
address	nitrogen	removal.”	is	incorrect	and	must	be	removed	from	the	DGEIS.			

The	DGEIS	should	consider	adding	this	statement:		

Many	 of	 the	 380,000	 existing	 onsite	 wastewater	 disposal	 systems	 (OSDS)	 that	 exist	 in	
Suffolk	 county	 are	 in	 need	 of	 repairs,	 including	 septic	 tank	 additions	 and	 new	 leaching	
facilities,	in	order	to	bring	the	systems	up	to	conventional	standards,	so	they	can	maximize	
treatment	for	nitrogen,	improve	their	operation	and	address	safety	concerns.		

Conclusion	#3:	The	SC	SWP	(Appendix	B	of	this	document)	evaluates	the	potential	bene5its	of	using	
Innovative/Alternative	 Onsite	 Wastewater	 Treatment	 Systems	 (I/A	 OWTS)	 and	 provides	 a	
recommended	countywide	roadmap	that	describes	how,	when,	and	where	to	use	I/A	OWTS,	including	
proposed	revisions	to	Article	6	of	the	Suffolk	County	Sanitary	Code	to	accommodate	their	widespread	
use.		

Comment:	This	is	not	a	“key	conclusion”,	but	rather	a	statement	indicaIng	where	the	reader	can	find	
informaIon	 on	 I/A	 OWTSs.	 	 It	 states	 no	 environmental	 conclusions	 on	 the	 subject	 and	 should	 be	
removed	as	a	conclusion.		(It	is	perhaps	beSer	suited	for	an	introducIon	or	the	table	of	contents.)		

In	any	event,	 the	SWP	evaluaIon	of	 the	bene5its	of	using	Innovative/Alternative	Onsite	Wastewater	
Treatment	 Systems	 (I/A	 OWTS)	 is	 Hlawed	 and	 the	 Proposed	 Action	 will	 result	 in	 a	 negative	
impact(s).		

The	DGEIS	 should	 have	more	 closely	 reviewed	 the	 following	 statements	 from	 the	 SWP	 (Section	
2.2.2.2)	when	determining	negative	impacts.	

Statements:	(1)	Figure	2-52	shows	the	20-year	cost	per	pound	of	nitrogen	removed	for	each	of	the	
wastewater	 treatment-based	 nitrogen	 removal	 approaches,	 based	 on	 the	 speci5ic	 Suffolk	 County-
based	costs	identi5ied	above.	 
	(2)	Conventional	OSDS	are	the	most	expensive	treatment	option	per	pound	of	nitrogen	removed.	 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Figure	2-52	

� 	
Comment:	 	These	statements	and	graph	indicate	that	the	convenIonal	sewage	disposal	system	will	be	
the	least	cost	effecIve	for	nitrogen	removal;	however,	a	cost	analysis	to	show	this	or	the	methodology	
was	 not	 evident	 in	 the	 SWP	or	 the	DGEIS.	 	 The	 “costs	 identi5ied	 above”	 in	 the	 statement,	 actually	
showed	the	conventional	system	(OSDS)	to	be	the	most	cost-effective	installation.		This	omission,	if	
correct,	results	in	a	misrepresentation	of	conventional	systems	and	will	effect	the	outcome	of	the	
DGEIS.	 	As	already	discussed,	 the	conventional	 systems	remove	nitrogen	and	have	beneHits	over	
other	methods	of	sewage	disposal	that	have	not	been	addressed	in	the	SWP.	 	As	discussed	later	in	
this	report,	this	omission	will	lead	to	negative	impacts	when	the	Proposed	Action	is	initiated.	

Conclusion	 #4:	 The	 SC	 SWP	 provides	 recommended	 revisions	 to	 Article	 6	 of	 the	 Suffolk	 County	
Sanitary	Code	and	to	Appendix	A	of	the	Standards	for	Approval	of	Plans	and	Construction	for	Sewage	
Disposal	 Systems	 for	Other	 than	 Single	 Family	Residences	 to	 facilitate	 the	more	widespread	use	 of	
“Appendix	A”	modi5ied	sewage	disposal	systems.		

Comment:	 Likewise,	 this	 is	 not	 a	 “key	 conclusion”,	 but	 rather	 a	 summary	 of	what	 the	 SWP	 has	
attempted	to	do	with	Article	6	and	Appendix	A.	 	 	 It	draws	no	environmental	conclusions	on	the	
subject	and	should	be	removed	as	a	conclusion.		(It	is	perhaps	better	suited	for	an	introduction	or	
summary.)	
Conclusion	 #5:	The	 SC	 SWP	 provides	 initial	 recommendations	 for	 a	 variety	 of	 other	wastewater	
management	 strategies	 that	would	ultimately	 yield	a	 long-term,	 sustainable	 strategy,	 to	address	
pollution	emanating	from	untreated	wastewater	sources	in	Suffolk	County.		

Comment:	 This	 statement	 concludes	 that	 “other	 wastewater	 management	 strategies	 would	
ultimately	 yield	 a	 long	 term,	 sustainable	 strategy	 to	 address	 pollution	 emanating	 from	 untreated	
wastewater	sources	in	Suffolk	County.”		This	conclusion	should	be	more	speciHic	as	to	what	is	meant	
by	“other”.	 	Other	than	what?	 	And	what	“pollution”	is	the	SWP	“addressing”?	 	The	statement	also	
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uses	 the	 term	 “untreated	 wastewater	 sources”,	 which	 is	 undeHined.	 	 There	 are	 no	 “untreated	
wastewater	sources”	in	Suffolk	County;	and	if	there	were,	they	would	be	in	violation	of	numerous	
codes.	 	 If	 the	 SWP	 is	 referring	 to	 conventional	 onsite	 sewage	 disposal	 systems	 (also	 known	 as	
onsite	 wastewater	 treatment	 systems)	 as	 being	 untreated	 wastewater	 sources,	 then	 the	 SWP	 is	
incorrect	and	does	not	understand	the	treatment	processes	involved	in	conventional	systems.	[See	
Policy	Report	pages	4-6]	 	 	The	SWP	should	 correct	 this	misstatement	and	 include	 conventional	
systems	 in	 the	 SWP	 strategies.	 Until	 clariHied,	 a	 speciHic	 analysis	 of	 this	 conclusion	will	 have	 to	
wait;	however,	there	are	some	comments	that	can	be	made	about	the	negative	impacts	of	the	SWP	
wastewater	management	strategies.	

Some	of	 the	 strategies	 being	 presented	 by	 the	 SWP	will	 be	 harmful	 in	 both	 the	 long	 and	
short	 run	 and	 they	will	 not	 address	 the	wastewater	 disposal	 needs	 of	 the	 residents	 of	 Suffolk	
County.	 	 In	 formulating	 strategies,	 the	SWP	should	have	 considered	 the	 immediate	needs	of	 the	
380,000	households	with	 conventional	 onsite	 sewage	disposal	 systems.	 	Many	of	 these	 systems	
have	dangerous	block	leaching	pools	(subject	to	collapse),	lack	septic	tanks	and/or	are	in	hydraulic	
failure	 (“backing	up”).	 	The	SWP	offers	no	practical,	cost-effective	or	short	 term	strategy	to	
deal	with	this	massive	problem.				

The	SWP	fails	to	recognize	convenEonal	systems	as	a	viable	strategy	–	results	in	a	negaEve	impact	

The	 failure	 of	 the	 SWP	 to	 include	 conventional	 systems	 in	 its	wastewater	management	 strategy	
results	in	a	negative	impact.		The	SWP	appears	to	be	Hixated	on	the	perceived	“nitrogen	problem”	
and	 fails	 to	 demonstrate	 an	 understanding	 of	 the	 dire	 situation	 that	 homeowners	 are	 put	 into	
when	 their	 septic	 systems	 fail	 and	 the	 public	 health	 consequences.	 	 With	 a	 failed	 system,	
homeowners	can	not	Hlush	toilets,	do	laundry,	wash	dishes,	bath	or	use	other	water	in	their	homes.		
In	 the	meantime,	 homeowners	 are	 adding	 all	 types	 of	 chemicals	 to	 try	 and	 Hix	 their	 problems,	
when	 what	 they	 really	 need	 to	 do	 is	 upgrade	 their	 systems	 in	 a	 regulated	 and	 cost	 effective	
manner.	The	decision	on	repair	and	maintenance	is	usually	a	knee-jerk	reaction	to	the	failure;	with	
the	homeowners	under	pressure	to	make	a	quick	decision.	Sometimes	it	as	simple	as	unclogging	a	
pipe;	but	more	 likely	with	older	systems,	 the	problems	stem	 from	clogged	or	collapsed	 leaching	
facilities.	There	are	 thousands	of	existing	systems	that	do	not	have	septic	 tanks,	have	dangerous	
block	pools	 (are	 subject	 to	 collapse)	and	 require	 continuous	 treatment	 to	prevent	 sewage	back-
ups.	 	 When	 offered	 solutions,	 the	 homeowner	 will	 most	 likely	 opt	 for	 the	 fastest	 and	 least	
expensive	solution	and	not	necessarily	the	best.		The	SWP	should	consider	this	issue	as	a	priority.	

The	 SWP	 does	 not	 propose	 practical	 or	 cost-effective	 help	 for	 this	 problem.	 	 As	 a	 result,	 the	
homeowners	will	be	left	to	their	own	demise,	until	costly	sewers	or	advanced	treatment	systems	
become	available	(sometime	in	the	future).		It	is	understandable,	when	a	homeowner	is	offered	an	
$800	chemical	“treatment”	(e.g.,	adding	sulfuric	acid)	versus	a	$3,000	leaching	pool	addition	or	a	
$7,000	total	replacement,	they	are	more	apt	to	go	for	the	$800	“Hix”.	 	Unfortunately,	“you	get	what	
you	 pay	 for”;	 the	 $800	 chemical	 treatment	may	 buy	 another	 few	 years	 of	 life	 from	 the	 sewage	
disposal	system,	but	subsequent	chemical	treatments	will	be	less	effective	over	time,	until	there	is	
irreversible	 clogging;	 requiring	 structural	 additions.	 	Besides	being	a	 short	 term	solution	 to	 the	
sewage	disposal	problem,	 if	not	used	properly,	chemical	 treatments	can	be	harmful	 to	the	septic	
system	 and	 groundwater	 supply.	 	 The	 SWP	 should	 consider	 this	 and	 formulate	 a	 strategy	 to	
educate	 homeowners	 and	 aid	 them	 in	 maintaining	 their	 conventional	 systems;	 so	 the	 systems	
remain	viable	and	cost	effective.		
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The	SWP	needs	to	address	more	cost	effective	and	practical	help	for	homeowners	with	pre-
existing	OSDSs.	 	 Article	 6	 of	 the	 Suffolk	 County	 Sanitary	 Code,	 appears	 to	 be	 encouraging	 the	
“upgrade”	of	older	systems,	 though	 they	are	not	exactly	offering	help.	 	Article	6	now	states	 that	
after	 July	1,	2019	you	need	a	permit	 to	upgrade	an	existing	system,	 if	 it	 fails.	 	What	 is	meant	by	
“upgrade”	is	open	for	interpretation.		Installing	septic	tanks,	where	none	exist,	and	replacing	failed	
leaching	 pools	would	 be	 a	 positive	 step	 forward,	 both	 to	 the	 homeowner	 and	 the	 environment.		
This	 should	have	been	addressed	 in	 the	 SWP;	 it	was	not.	 	Such	upgrades	will	 be	 expensive	
(though	not	as	expensive	as	installing	the	I/A	OWTSs	or	sewers);	and	homeowners	need	support,	
both	 Hinancially	 and	 technically,	 to	 upgrade	 their	 systems.	 	 Rather	 than	 septic	 systems	 being	
excluded	from	grant	programs,	and	focusing	only	on	sewers	and	I/A	OWTSs,	the	SWP	and	Suffolk	
County	should	support	the	upgrade	of	the	thousands	of	existing	sewage	disposal	systems,	which	
have	 outlived	 their	 expected	 lifetime	 and	 which	 need	 replacement	 and	 upgrading.	 	 Upgrading	
these	 systems	 to	 conventional	 standards	 is	 an	 alternative	 that	 in	many	 situations	will	 improve	
wastewater	 treatment	and	provide	more	practical	beneHits	 than	 installing	 I/A	OWTSs	or	sewers.		
Such	 fundamental	upgrades	will	 improve	 the	ability	of	 the	 septic	 systems	 to	 treat	 contaminants	
such	 as	 nitrogen,	 COD,	 BOD	 and	 pathogens	 and	 provide	 better	 access	 for	 maintaining	 and	
monitoring	the	systems.		Considering	the	beneHits	of	conventional	systems,	the	SWP	should	include	
a	 program	 for	 conventional	 systems	 in	 its	 strategy;	 otherwise,	 the	 unaddressed	 problems	 will	
continue	for	decades.	 	In	this	respect,	The	Proposed	Action,	as	is,	will	have	a	negative	impact	
on	 the	quality	of	 life,	 safety	and	public	health	of	 the	 residents	of	 Suffolk	County;	 and	 the	
DGEIS	should	include	it	as	such.	

The	SWP	sewering	strategy	will	have	negaEve	impacts	

The	 SWP	 sewering	 strategy	 will	 have	 a	negative	 impact.	 	 Prior	 to	 accepting	 the	 SWP	 and	 its	
DGEIS,	 the	public	 and	ofHicials	 should	 look	 to	 the	past.	 	 The	primary	driving	 force	 for	 sewering	
Nassau	 and	 Suffolk	 Counties	 has	 been	 economic	 development.	 	With	 the	 installation	 of	 sewers,	
properties	have	been	more	 intensely	developed,	 creating	higher	density	projects	 and	 increasing	
opportunities	for	developers.	 	When	sewers	are	installed,	the	limits	on	development,	imposed	by	
the	limitations	of	on-site	sewage	disposal	systems,	are	removed;	and	developers	are	freed	to	seek	
higher	density	zoning	and	increase	the	population	densities	and	size	of	businesses.	 	Historically,	
the	 installation	of	 sewers	has	 led	 to	more	urbanized	environments.	The	urbanization	of	Queens	
and	Nassau	County	are	prime	examples	of	this	process;	as	sewers	and	poor	planning	have	turned	
these	once	rural	communities	into	high	population	density	areas.		As	a	result,	it	is	no	surprise	that	
Queens	 “ran	 out	 of	water”	 and	Nassau	 is	 facing	 a	water	 crisis;	 both	 exceeded	 their	 sustainable	
yields.	 Previous	 bad	 decisions	 about	 sewage	 disposal	 have	 resulted	 in	 the	 depletion	 of	 our	
groundwater	supply	and	have	caused	harmful	impacts	on	our	estuaries.	 	[Reference	LICAP	Report	
Review,	pgs.	3-6]	 	The	SWP	recommends	more	of	the	same.	 	In	this	respect,	The	Proposed	Action	
(sewering)	will	have	a	negative	impact	on	our	water	supply	and	quality	of	life.		

The	SWP	does	not	consider	the	nutriEonal	needs	of	the	ecosystem	endpoints		
Conclusion	8:	“Water	quality	improvement	would	support	a	healthy	aquatic	ecosystem.”	

Comment:	This	“conclusion”	is	a	gross	assumption.	Use	of	the	words	“improvement”	and	“healthy”	
are	qualitative	(subjective)	terms	that	neither	deHine	the	goals	nor	express	the	outcome.		

Managers	 realize	 that	 bays	 are	 complex	 and	 almost	 universally	 use	 management	 options	 that	
consider	 an	 entire	 ecosystem.	 Ecosystem	 based	 management	 is	 an	 integrated	 management	
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approach	 that	 recognizes	 the	 full	 array	 of	 interactions	 within	 an	 ecosystem	 rather	 than	
considering	single	issues,	species,	or	ecosystem	services	in	isolation.	

In	contrast,	the	SWP’s	speciHically	states	that	the	Plan	ignores	the	interactions	of	“the	presence	of	
submerged	 aquatic	 vegetation,	 pathogens,	 5ish	 kills,	 populations	 of	 5in5ish	 and	 shell5ish”.	 The	 SWP	
only	 considers	 the	 speciHic	 issue	 of	 how	 nitrogen	 reduction	may	 affect	 certain	 species	 of	 algae.	
Because	 the	 SWP	 has	 not	 considered	 the	 nutritional	 needs	 of	 the	 ecosystem	 endpoints,	 it	 is	
impossible	to	determine	the	required	nitrogen	load	and	unintended	consequences	are	likely.	

Some	of	the	unintended	consequences	of	“successful”	nitrogen	reduction	efforts	include	collapsed	
shellHish	 populations,	 dramatic	 losses	 to	 the	 traditional	 baymen	 community	 and	 increased	
incidences	of	harmful	algal	blooms.	

The	implementation	of	the	Proposed	Action	(if	it	is	successful	in	its	goal	of	nitrogen	
reduction	in	the	estuaries)	will	likely	result	in	a	negative	impact	to	the	aquatic	ecosystem	if	the	
major	form	of	nitrogen	available	is	preferentially	utilized	by	harmful	algae”.	

Until	 we	 agree	 on	 its	 intended	 use,	 we	 cannot	 calculate	 the	 nutritional	 needs	 of	 an	 estuary.	
ShellHish	require	nutrients	but	the	SWP	priority	ranking	system	explicatively	fails	to	consider	their	
nutritional	needs.	The	SWP	must	consider	the	other	endpoints	listed	above	not	just	nitrogen	and	
HABs.	

The	SWP	plans	to	starve	the	bay	of	nutrients	

Conclusion	9.	“Implementation	of	the	Proposed	Action	would	not	result	in	a	negative	impact	to	the	
natural	environment,	or	historic	and	archaeological	resources	located	throughout	the	County.	“	

Comment:		The	conclusion	is	inaccurate:	The	Proposed	Action	may	actually	have	a	negative	impact	
to	the	natural	environment.		The	SWP	has	proposed	Nitrogen	as	a	surrogate	for	an	indicator	of	the	
quality	of	the	bay.	It	proposes	that	nitrogen	loadings	be	reduced	in	order	to	starve	harmful	algal	
yet	 somehow	assumes	or	concludes	 that	 this	will	not	affect	 the	rest	of	 the	bay’s	ecosystem.	The	
SWP	 makes	 no	 attempt	 to	 consider	 the	 nutritional	 needs	 of	 our	 bays.	 If	 the	 SWP	 nitrogen	
reduction	goals	are	pursued,	there	is	a	grave	danger	that	Long	Island’s	marine	environment	and	its	
maritime	tradition	of	seafood	harvesting	will	be	destroyed.		

A	major	goal	of	 the	SWP	was	 to	rank	 the	136	sub-watersheds	so	 that	nitrogen	reduction	efforts	
may	 be	 focused	 on	 those	 areas	 having	 the	 most	 severe	 nitrogen	 loading	 and	 Hlushing	 and	 the	
presence	of	harmful	 algal	blooms	 (HABs).	But	 the	Plan	explicitly	 states	 that	 "other	 criteria	were	
initially	 considered	 for	 incorporation	 into	 the	 sub	 watershed	 evaluation	 but	 were	 ultimately	 not	
included	 in	 the	 nitrogen	 load	 reduction	 priority	 ranking	 due	 to	 insuf5icient	 data	 to	 properly	
characterize	 the	 particular	 endpoint	 including	 presence/absence	 of	 SAV,	 pathogens,	 5ish	 kills,	
shell5ish”.	 (ES-36	 "Other	 Factors”).	 	 By	 doing	 this,	 the	 Plan	 has	 distanced	 itself	 from	 the	
ecosystem	that	the	Public	believes	will	somehow	be	nurtured.	The	things	we	most	value	about	
our	 bays,	 being	 able	 to	 swim	 without	 concern	 of	 pathogens,	 Hish	 and	 harvest	 shellHish	 are	 not	
considered.		

The	SWP	does	not	address	an	important	question:	

Under	what	condiEons	do	harmful	algae	dominate	the	algal	community?	
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For	the	majority	of	Eastern	Long	Island’s	bays,	nitrogen	is	the	limiting	nutrient.	This	means	that	
all	the	nutrients	needed	for	algae	to	grow	are	present	but	the	amount	of	nitrogen	determines	that	
growth.	Low	levels	of	nitrogen	restrict	and	can	reduce	algal	populations.	

ShellHish	consume	algae	as	food	and	are	capable	of	Hiltering	great	quantities	of	water.	For	instance,	
during	the	1970’s	hard	clams	Hiltered	the	entire	Great	South	Bay	every	three	days.	But	if	that	water	
is	low	in	algae,	shellHish	will	not	thrive.		When	nitrogen	was	added	to	a	marine	body	of	water,	both	
the	microalgal	concentrations	and	the	growth	of	clams	 increased	“providing	direct	evidence	of	a	
link	between	nitrogen	loads	and	the	growth	response	of	clams.”	(Carmichael,	R.H.	2004).		

It	has	been	a	goal	of	many	environmental	groups	to	increase	shellHish	populations.	Despite	millions	
of	 dollars	 and	 great	 effort,	 shellHish	 reseeding	 efforts	 have	 dramatically	 failed.	 The	 reasons	 for	
failure	 are	 complex	 but	 if	 nitrogen	 is	 targeted	 to	 be	 reduced,	 managers	 should	 consider	 the	
following	 statement:	 “Nutrient	 loading	 can	 have	 signi5icant	 but	 complex	 effects	 on	 suspension-
feeding	 molluscs	 with	 select	 species	 (e.g.,	 oysters	 and	 clams)	 bene5iting	 from	 eutrophication	 and	
other	species	performing	poorly	(e.g.,	scallops	and	slipper	limpets).	Future	management	approaches	
that	 seek	 to	 restore	bivalve	populations	will	 need	 to	account	 for	 the	differential	 effects	 of	 nutrient	
loading	as	managers	target	species	and	regions	to	be	restored.	(Wall,	C.C.,	Gobler,	C.J.,	Peterson,	B.J.,	
Ward,	J.E.	2013)	

ShellHish	remove	algae	that	contain	nitrogen	from	the	water	but	the	SWP	does	not	account	for	that.	
The	 nitrogen	 removed	 by	 oyster	 harvest	 is	 similar	 to	 that	 removed	 by	 hard	 clams.	 (Reitsma,	 J.,	
2017)	 The	 impact	 that	 these	 shellHish	 can	 have	 on	 nitrogen	 loading	 has	 been	 estimated.	 “The	
harvest	of	3,750	oysters	 is	estimated	 to	compensate	 for	 the	nitrogen	wastes	 from	one	person	 in	
the	watershed”	(Rheault,	2008).	Another	way	of	saying	this	is	that	one	person’s	nitrogen	supports	
3,750	oysters.		

Because	shellHish	 lie	dormant	when	food	sources	are	 low	but	respond	to	 the	seasonal	blooms	of	
algae,	shellHish	may	be	described	as	“buffers	of	the	bay”.	 	If	harmful	algae	are	part	of	the	seasonal	
algal	 assemblage,	 shellHish	 can	 consume	 them.	 However,	 if	 harmful	 algae	 dominate	 the	 algal	
community,	the	shellHish	will	stop	feeding	and	may	starve.	 	ShellIish	starvation	during	a	HAB	is	
due	to	a	combination	of	the	toxicity	of	the	HABs	and/or	the	small	size	of	the	harmful	algae.	
For	 instance,	 the	 Latin	 name	 of	 A.	 anophagefferns	 (Brown	 Tide),	 translates	 to	 a	 “small	 sphere	
capable	of	causing	starvation”.			

Rainfall	and	Drought	Effect	Harmful	Algae	Blooms	

One	of	the	intriguing	observations	concerning	HABs	is	their	relationship	to	rainfall.	Harmful	Algae	
have	 been	 known	 to	 initiate	 blooms	 coincident	 with	 low	 precipitation	 or	 drought.	 Lower	
precipitation	 reduces	 the	 amount	 of	 nitrogen	 from	 atmospheric	 deposition	 and	 decreases	 the	
ground	water	Hlow	due	to	the	reduced	hydraulic	pressure	caused	by	the	lack	of	rain.	The	nitrogen	
input	from	fertilizers	and	septic	systems	that	is	carried	through	ground	water	Hlow	to	the	marine	
waters	also	slows.	Since	the	SWP	has	concluded	that	groundwater	sources	of	nitrogen	represent	
the	 majority	 of	 the	 nitrogen	 loading	 to	 our	 bays,	 droughts	 give	 us	 a	 glimpse	 of	 how	 our	 bay	
responds	to	signiHicant	nitrogen	reductions.	It	 is	not	comforting	to	realize	that	reducing	nitrogen	
promotes	HABs!		

During	 periods	 of	 increased	 rainfall,	 the	 impacts	 of	 Hluctuating	 amounts	 of	 nitrogen	 due	 to	
precipitation	are	ampliHied	when	a	bay’s	nitrogen	levels	are	low.	These	nitrogen	pulses	can	come	
from	precipitation	(atmospheric	deposition)	and	 the	 increased	ground	water	 Hlow.	 In	a	bay	with	
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low	nitrogen	concentrations	and	low	populations	of	shellHish,	 these	pulses	can	have	a	signiHicant	
impact	 on	 the	 seasonal	 algal	 blooms	 that	 are	 called	 an	 algal	 succession.	 Timing	may	be	 critical.	
“The	results	of	study	support	the	view	that	moderate	nutrient	inputs	may	have	a	bene5icial	effect	on	
the	 functioning	 of	 coastal	 ecosystems,	 stimulating	 the	 taxonomic	 diversity	 through	 the	 growth	 of	
different	taxonomic	groups	and	taxa.	(Spatharis	et	al.,	2017)	

The	algal	community	is	complex.	For	instance,	a	twenty-two	month	study	of	the	succession	of	algae	
in	Narragansett	Bay	 found	at	 least	138	phytoplankton	 taxa	 (species).	 [Karentz,	D.	&	Smayda,	T.J.	
1984].	 	 If	 the	 seasonal	 algae	 are	 established	 prior	 to	 a	 nitrogen	 increase,	 added	 nitrogen	may	
increase	that	population.	But	if	the	seasonal	algae	are	too	low	in	population,	HABs	may	be	able	to	
out-compete	them.		It	is	under	low	nitrogen	conditions	that	HABs	have	shown	to	have	competitive	
advantages	 over	 other	 algae.	 “The	 N-uptake	 characteristics	 of	 A.	 anophagefferens	 (low	 Ks	 and	
Vmax	for	NH4+)	suggest	that	this	species	is	well	adapted	to	low-nutrient	environments”	(Lomas	et	
al.,	1996).	

The	SWP	should	avoid	condiEons	that	cause	low	levels	of	nitrogen	rather	than	encourage	it	

Rain	cannot	be	controlled;	however,	managers	should	be	looking	to	avoid	the	conditions	that	cause	
low	levels	of	nitrogen	rather	than	promote	management	plans	that	encourage	it.	

Long	Island’s	eastern	bays	have	some	of	the	lowest	levels	of	nitrogen	loading	of	any	estuary	in	the	
United	 States,	 have	 lost	 95%	 their	 shellHish	 and	 are	 the	 international	 epicenter	 for	HABs.	 If	we	
further	 reduce	 the	 nitrogen	 loading	 to	 our	 bay,	 we	 will	 decrease	 shellIish	 populations,	
increase	the	effect	of	intermittent	nitrogen	loadings	and	increase	the	potential	for	HABs.		

Until	 we	 agree	 on	 its	 intended	 use,	 we	 cannot	 calculate	 the	 nutritional	 needs	 of	 an	 estuary.	
ShellHish	require	nutrients	but	the	SWP	priority	ranking	system	explicatively	fails	to	consider	their	
nutritional	needs.	 Instead,	 it	 relies	only	on	nitrogen	 loadings,	 Hlushing	 rates	and	 the	presence	of	
HABs.		

Because	the	SWP	ignores	the	living	resources	of	the	bays,	it	appears	that	the	SWP	strategy	for	the	
control	of	harmful	algae	is	to	simply	starve	them	of	nitrogen.	But	it	is	unrealistic	to	expect	
that	starving	harmful	algae	will	not	affect	the	rest	of	the	ecosystem.		

Reducing	nitrogen	loads	has	not	worked	

Despite	 the	mantra	 that	nitrogen	must	be	reduced	at	all	costs	(or	perhaps	 for	4	Billion	Dollars),	
nitrogen	reduction	has	not	always	reduced	HABs;	and	shellHish	populations	have	been	negatively	
affected.	 	Some	examples	where	“successful”	nitrogen	reduction	has	not	yielded	the	expected	
results	are	given	below.	

In	1977,	over	8,000	baymen	reaped	the	bounty	of	a	major	hard	clam	population	in	the	Great	South	
Bay	over	600,000	bushels	of	hard	clams	were	harvested.	But	there	was	little	concern	as	to	why	the	
shellHish	 populations	 were	 thriving.	 After	 the	 creation	 of	 the	 Great	 South	 West	 Sewer	 District,	
nitrogen	 loadings	 to	 the	western	 part	 of	 that	 bay	were	 reduced	70%.	Overall,	 the	GSB	nitrogen	
loadings	were	reduced	by	40%.	 	Contrary	to	what	the	SWP	now	suggests	should	have	happened,	
the	opposite	occurred;	shellHish	populations	collapsed	and	Brown	Tides	were	observed	for	the	Hirst	
time.	 Later	 a	 cadre	of	 twelve	 scientists	 (Anderson	 et	 al.	 2008)	wrote	 “The	off-shore	 rerouting	 of	
sewage	previously	discharged	directly	into	the	western	Great	South	Bay	during	the	early	1980s	led	to	
lower	 levels	 of	 dissolved	 inorganic	 nitrogen	 there,	 thus	 creating	 a	 nutrient	 regime	which	 reduced	
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total	annual	phytoplankton	biomass,	but	 favored	dominance	by	A.	anophagefferns	(Brown	Tide)	as	
blooms	began	to	5irst	develop	in	the	late	1980s.”	In	layman’s	terms,	the	sewer	system	reduced	the	
food	upon	which	the	clams	depended	and	upset	the	nutrient	balance	to	favor	the	Brown	Tide.	
In	hindsight,	the	decision	to	reduce	nitrogen	to	the	GSB	was	not	a	good	idea	for	the	bay.	

!  

Sarasota	 Bay	 recently	 reduced	 its	 nitrogen	 loading	 by	 64%.	 It	 eliminated	 75%	 of	 its	 septic	
systems,	 upgraded	 sewer	 systems	 to	 deep-water	 recharge	 wells	 and	 used	 some	 of	 the	 treated	
efHluent	from	the	sewer	systems	to	irrigate	golf	courses,	citrus	fruits	and	lawns.	The	efforts	were	
documented	 in	 the	 updated	 2014	 Comprehensive	 Conservation	 and	 Management	 Plan	 (CCMP)	
where	their	nitrogen	reduction	success	was	entitled	“The	Voyage	to	Paradise	Reclaimed”.	In	2018	
“Sarasota	declared	a	state	of	emergency	amid	a	toxic	red	tide	outbreak	that	killed	area	marine	life,	
sti5led	 tourism	 and	 sickened	 people.”	 Sarasota	 Bay	was	 closed	 for	 recreational	 use	 for	 the	 entire	
winter	season.	The	“successful”	reduction	in	nitrogen	loading	did	not	prevent	the	HABs.		

Peconic	 Bay	 drastically	 reduced	 commercial	 duck	 farming,	 eliminated	 the	 processing	 of	
menhaden	(bunker)	and	upgrade	sewer	systems.	It	now	has	the	lowest	level	of	nitrogen	loading	of	
any	major	estuary	in	the	United	States.	But	its	shellHish	industry	has	declined	by	90%	and	Peconic	
Bay	 experiences	 repetitive	 HABs.	 “An	 examination	 of	 spatial	 and	 temporal	 patterns	 of	
concentrations	 of	 A.	 anophagefferens	 cells	 (Brown	 Tide)	 and	 inorganic	 nutrients	 indicates	 that	
blooms	occurred	when	inorganic	nutrient	levels	were	low”	(Cosper	et	al,	1989).		

The	chart	(below)	was	adapted	from	a	SOMAS	(School	of	Marine	and	Atmospheric	Sciences)	slide	
presentation.	 New	 information	 was	 added	 as	 it	 became	 available.	 When	 a	 literature	 search	
provided	evidence	 that	 an	 estuary	had	experienced	an	HAB	 the	 results	were	 added	 to	 the	 right	
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column.	The	shading	of	the	right	column	highlights	that	HABs	are	predominately	associated	with	
those	marine	water	bodies	that	have	the	lowest	nitrogen	loadings.		

!  

An	 isotopic	 study	 revealed	 that	 the	 robust	 hard	 clam	 population	 of	 Narragansett	 Bay	 (RI)	
obtained	half	of	 its	nitrogen	 from	treated	sewer	efHluent.	 "In	 the	 5ive	years	after	 the	major	Waste	
Water	Treatment	Facilities	(WWTFs)	came	on-line	for	nutrient	removal	and	just	over	a	decade	since	
the	process	began,	net	production	may	have	decreased,	and	the	process	of	oligotrophication	begun”.		

(Oczkowski	 et	 al.	 2018)	 Oligotrophication	 is	 the	 opposite	 of	 eutrophication.	Nitrogen	 loadings	
have	decreased	by	55%	but	shellHish	populations	are	 in	decline.	Managers	have	now	modiIied	
the	 sewer	 systems’	 seasonal	 nitrogen	discharge	 limits	 to	 accommodate	 the	 growth	of	 the	
clams.		

Mecox	Bay	(LI)	has	perhaps	the	highest	density	of	oysters	in	the	eastern	United	States.	It	also	has	
nitrogen	 concentrations	 at	 least	 10	 times	 higher	 than	 the	 eastern	 bays	 but	 has	 never	
experienced	a	HAB.	Even	though	a	Comprehensive	ScientiHic	Study	of	Mecox	Bay	(Gobler,	2003)	
concluded	that	“the	high	nutrient	concentrations	resulted	in	healthy	shell7ish	populations”,	the	
SWP	has	ranked	Mecox	Bay	as	Priority	1	for	nitrogen	reduction.		

Nitrate	additions	during	mesocosm	and	bottle	experiments	consistently	have	yielded	reduced	A.	
anophagefferens	 (Brown	Tide)	cell	densities	relative	 to	competing	algae.	 	 (Keller	and	Rice,	1989;	
Gobler	and	San˜udo-Wilhelmy,	2001a). 
Some	phytoplankton	such	as	diatoms	often	outcompete	Brown	Tide	when	inorganic	nutrient	loads	
are	high.		

Looking	to	how	other	estuaries	have	responded	to	nitrogen	 loadings	without	considering	all	 the	
possible	factors	that	may	be	involved	is	of	course	simplistic.	But	that	is	the	point.	Because	the	SWP	
is	 not	 considering	 the	 complexity	 of	 the	 ecosystems,	 it	 cannot	 predict	 the	 outcome	 of	 nitrogen	
reduction.			
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The	 SWP	 conclusion	 that	 “Implementation	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Action	would	 not	 result	 in	 a	 negative	
impact	to	the	natural	environment,	or	historic	and	archaeological	resources	located	throughout	the	
County.”	is	not	accurate	but	rather	should	state:		

The	 implementation	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Action	 (if	 it	 is	 successful	 in	 its	 goal	 of	 nitrogen	
reduction	 in	 the	 estuaries)	 will	 likely	 result	 in	 a	 negative	 impact	 to	 the	 natural	
environment.		

Conclusion	#10:	 	Human	health	bene7its	may	be	realized	with	the	improvement	in	water	quality	
as	it	pertains	to	possible	reduction	in	harmful	algal	bloom	(HAB)	events,	improved	coastal	ecosystems	
and	improved	water	quality.		

Comment:	 	This	statement	implies	that	there	is	something	wrong	with	the	health	of	the	residents	
in	Suffolk	County	that	reducing	nitrogen	will	resolve.	 	The	SWP	does	not	describe	any	diseases	or	
abnormalities	that	reducing	nitrogen	will	cure	(“human	health	beneHit”?).	 	This	is	an	illogical	and	
unfounded	statement	and	should	be	removed	from	the	SWP.		No	one	is	ill	from	nitrogen	poisoning	
and	 in	 fact	 the	nitrogen	 levels	 in	surface	and	groundwater	are	acceptable.	 	This	SWP	conclusion	
should	be	removed	from	DGEIS	and	a	more	appropriate	statement,	if	necessary	would	be:	

Reduction	 in	 total	 nitrogen	 loading	 to	 surface	 waters	 and	 groundwaters	 would	 have	 no	
impact	on	water	quality	that	will	result	in	an	improvement	in	human	health.		

Conclusion	#11:	Growth	inducement	would	be	mitigated	by	maintaining	the	current	review	and	
approval	processes	in	place	on	the	County	and	the	local	levels.		

Comment:	 	This	conclusion	ignores	the	reality	of	the	negative	impact	 that	The	Proposed	Action	
will	 have	 on	 growth	 inducement.	 	 For	 the	 SWP	 to	 ignore	 the	 negative	 impacts	 that	 such	
infrastructure	projects	have	on	a	community’s	way	of	 life	 is	disingenuous	and	not	 in	 touch	with	
reality;	one	only	has	to	 look	at	 the	Town	of	Babylon	and	how	its	zoning	broke	down	and	sprawl	
took	over	after	the	SWSD	was	built;	placing	a	strain	on	the	water	supply	and	putting	the	plant	over	
capacity.	 	 By	 deferring	 protection	 of	 our	water	 supply	 to	 individual	 zoning	 boards,	 the	 SWP	 is	
signing	 the	 death	 warrant	 for	 our	 water	 supply.	 	 The	 zoning	 boards	 are	 notorious	 for	 issuing	
approvals	on	a	piece	meal	basis	 that	 result	 in	a	 cumulative	 increase	 in	population	densities	and	
increased	 wastewater	 Hlows.	 	 This	 puts	 a	 strain	 on	 the	 existing	 sewage	 treatment	 plants	 and	
eventually	puts	 them	over	 capacity.	 	 In	 the	meantime,	 the	zoning	and	planning	boards	 continue	
approving	increases	in	population	densities	(wastewater	Hlow)	unaware	that	they	are	exacerbating	
the	problem.	 	 	The	SWP	is	deIicient	 in	promoting	the	expansion	of	sewer	districts	without	
having	control	on	growth	within	the	district.	 	 	As	previously	discussed,	the	primary	goal	of	the	
SWP	is	to	promote	economic	development,	and	sewering	will	do	this	and	lead	to	overdevelopment	
and	destroy	what	is	left	of	the	rural	environment	and	deplete	the	water	supply.		Although	the	SWP	
assures	us	that	the	local	zoning	boards	will	prevent	urban	sprawl	and	over	development	(growth	
inducement),	 history	 tells	 us	 different;	 one	 only	 has	 to	 look	 at	 western	 Long	 Island	 to	 see	 the	
impact	 of	 unbridled	 development	 spurred	 on	 by	 sewers.	 	The	 SWP	 turns	 a	 blind	 eye	 to	 the	
phenomenon	of	growth	inducement	caused	by	sewering	and	the	DGEIS	should	declare	The	
Proposed	Action	to	have	a	negative	impact.		
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Conclusion	#12:	The	Proposed	Action	is	forecasted	to	result	in	reduced	nitrogen	levels	in	untreated	
water	at	community	wells	within	50	years	of	securing	a	stable	funding	mechanism	where	this	same	
reduction	is	forecasted	to	be	achieved	in	two	centuries	if	no	action	was	taken	by	the	County.	

Comment:	 The	 community	 wells	 are	 not	 having	 a	 problem	 with	 nitrogen;	 other	 than	 the	 one	
predicted	by	computer	modeling.	 	As	previously	discussed,	the	nitrogen	loading	assumptions	are	
in	question,	so	the	results	of	this	forecast	is	not	dependable.	 	If	the	nitrogen	loading	assumptions	
are	 less,	 then	 there	will	 be	 less	nitrogen	 loading	 and	no	problem;	 speculated	or	 in	 reality.	 	 The	
water	 quality	 for	 nitrogen	 is	 presently	 good;	 and	 should	 remain	 so	 if	 population	 densities	 are	
controlled	and	the	policy	of	allowing	treated	water	to	be	discharged	into	coastal	waters	is	halted.		
The	Proposed	Action,	 including	“securing	 funding”	and	reducing	nitrogen,	will	have	no	beneHicial	
public	health	effect	on	community	wells	and	is	not	cost-effective.	

[Remainder	of	page	deliberately	left	blank]	

****	
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The	following	is	a	discussion	of	statements	in	the	DGEIS	and	SWP	and	the	potenEal	
negaEve	impacts	not	idenEfied	by	the	DGEIS.			
First	the	statement	is	given,	followed	by	comments.	

Sobering	StaEsEcs	(Page	1-9	SWP)	

Statement:	Sobering	statistics	of	nutrient	related	impacts	to	Suffolk	County	waters	include:		

  ▪41.2	percent	increase	in	nitrogen	in	the	upper	glacial	aquifer	from	1987	to	2013;	
  ▪93.2	percent	increase	in	nitrogen	in	the	Magothy	aquifer	from	1987	to	2013;	
  ▪10	percent	increase	in	nitrogen	concentrations	in	Suffolk	County	marine	waters	in	the	past	

10	years,	and	more	speci5ically:	
45.7	percent	increase	in	nitrogen	concentrations	in	Long	Island	Sound	harbors;	
53.8	percent	increase	in	nitrogen	concentrations	in	Peconic	Estuary	enclosed	bays;	
60.4	percent	increase	in	nitrogen	concentrations	in	the	far	eastern	south	shore	bays,	and	
30		 percent	increase	in	nitrogen	concentrations	in	eastern	Great	South	Bay;	

Comment:		These	“sobering	statistics”	paint	a	grim	picture	of	the	water	quality	in	Suffolk	County	
waters;	or	do	they?		The	statistics	presented	here	are	indicative	of	how	results	can	be	skewed.		For	
example,	let’s	look	at	the	41.2%	increase	listed	above.		The	41.2	percent	increase	in	nitrogen	in	the	
upper	glacial	aquifer	occurred	over	a	period	of	26	years.		What	the	41.2	%	does	not	indicate	is	that	
the	average	nitrogen	 concentration	 in	 the	glacial	 aquifer	 is	only	3.58	mg/l,	which	 is	well	within	
drinking	water	standards	of	10	mg/l.		In	other	words,	the	nitrogen	increased	approximately	1	mg/l	
(from	2.53	mg/l	to	3.58	mg/l)	over	a	period	of	26	years;	this	is	not	bad.	 	The	SWP	chose	to	use	
the	41.2%	increase	to	make	things	look	bad,	when	they	really	weren’t.	 	There	are	numerous	
examples	of	this	type	of	manipulation	throughout	the	SWP.		Another	example	is	the	93.2%	increase	
in	nitrogen	in	the	Magothy	aquifer	for	the	same	time	period,	26	years.	 	A	93%	increase	sounds	
terrible,	until	we	look	at	the	real	numbers.	 	The	average	nitrogen	concentration	after	26	years	
is	1.76	mg/l	in	the	Magothy	aquifer;	well	within	drinking	water	standard	of	10mg/l.	 	This	means	
the	nitrogen	concentration	increased	by	 .85	mg/l	(.91	to	1.76	mg/l)	over	the	course	of	26	years;	
this	 is	not	bad.	The	SWP	chose	 to	depict	 it	as	a	93%	increase	 to	make	things	 look	bad;	sobering	
statistics!	

Furthermore,	 the	 SWP	 claims	 that	 the	 overall	 increase	 in	 nitrogen	 concentrations	 for	 all	 the	
marine	waters	in	Suffolk	was	10	percent	over	a	ten-year	period.	 	This	10%	statistic	does	not	help	
us	 to	 draw	 any	 useful	 conclusions,	 and	 appears	 only	 to	 be	 provided	 to	 build	 a	 case	 against	
nitrogen.	 	Lumping	all	"contributing	waterbodies"	together	does	not	yield	a	true	picture	of	water	
quality	or	 identify	the	anomalies	of	 localized	areas.	 	We	also	questioned	why	the	SWP	only	used	
the	last	10-years	worth	of	data	for	the	marine	waters	and	not	a	 longer	period	of	time,	 for	which	
they	had	data	available.		Reportedly,	it	had	to	do	with	the	incompatibility	of	data	due	to	changes	in	
analytical	 techniques;	 however	 previous	 reports	 had	 used	 all	 the	 data	 and	 were	 able	 to	 draw	
conclusions.	We	decided	to	take	a	hard	look	at	the	data	for	several	sampling	stations	in	the	Great	
South	Bay	(see	Appendix	B	in	Addendum)	and	Moriches	Bay,	in	order	to	see	how	they	compared	to	
the	 SWP’s	 approach	 of	 lumping	 together	 “waterbodies”	 and	 using	 a	 ten-year	 period	 of	 data	 to	
develop	trends.	The	results	raised	questions	and	concerns.			
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Below	are	two	graphs	from	the	SWP	(Figures	1-5i	&	1-5g),	showing	ten-years	worth	of	data	from	
Great	South	Bay	“waterbodies”	and	depicting	upward	trends	in	nitrogen	concentrations	(with	23%	
and	30%	increases).	 	 	The	next	graph	(Figure	5-11)	is	from	the	Comprehensive	Water	Resources	
Management	 Plan	 (CWRMP),	 and	 shows	 over	 30-years	 worth	 of	 data	 from	 various	 sampling	
stations	in	the	bay	with	an	unequivocal	downward	trend	in	nitrogen	concentrations;	the	opposite	
of	the	SWP	results.	 	 	Figure	3-40	is	another	graph	from	the	SWP,	which	is	similar	to	the	one	from	
the	CWRMP,	but	showing	only	10	years	of	data;	 it	had	similar	results	to	the	CWRMP	results.	 	 	It	
appears	that	 the	SWP	choice	to	 lump	together	sampling	station	data	presented	an	overall	
misportrayal	 of	 the	 nitrogen	 concentrations	 in	 the	 Great	 South	 Bay;	 and	 masked	 the	
existing	low	concentrations	of	nitrogen	in	the	bay.		

	 	 	 Figure	1-5i				 	 	 	 	 Figure	1-5g				
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Figure	5-11	(from	CWRMP)
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Figure	3-40	(from	SWP)

Figure	3-41



To	 check	 this,	 we	 ran	 our	 own	 program	 on	 several	 sampling	 stations	 in	 the	 Bays.	 	 Two	 of	 the	
results	(graphs)	for	Moriches	Bay	are	shown	in	Figures	110	and	170	(next	page),	and	conHirmed	
what	 the	 CWRMP	 (Figure	 5-11)	 and	 the	 SWP	 (Figure	 3-40)	 had	 found;	 downward	 trends	 in	
nitrogen	concentrations.	 	In	addition,	the	Graphs	for	the	Great	South	Bay,	shown	in	Appendix	B	of	
the	Addendum,	also	conHirmed	downward	trends.	However,	by	using	a	ten	year	reporting	period	
and	 lumping	 sampling	 station	 data	 together,	 the	 SWP	 showed	 an	 upward	 trend	 in	 nitrogen	
concentrations.			The	SWP	changed	the	reported	time	period	and	arranged	a	linear	Hit;	lumping	all	
the	"contributing	waterbodies"	together.		As	we	see	from	a	comparison	of	the	graphs,	this	does	not	
yield	a	 true	picture	of	water	quality	and	can	skew	the	results	 to	appear	good	or	bad,	depending	
what	sampling	station	data	and	time	period	is	used.		This	misportrayal	of	nitrogen	being	on	the	
rise	and	needing	“remediation”	appears	to	be	a	common	theme	and	pattern	throughout	the	
SWP	and	DGEIS.			

Statement:	 Figures	 3-41,	 3-42	 and	 3-43	 illustrate	 ammonia	 concentrations	 in	 three	 streams	
located	within	the	Southwest	Sewer	District	(SWSD)	and	discharging	to	Great	South	Bay,	Santapogue	
Creek,	Penataquit	Creek	and	Champlin	Creek,	 respectively.	From	west	 to	 east	within	 the	SWSD,	 the	
streams	 all	 show	 the	 bene5icial	 result	 of	 sewering	 as	 ammonia	 levels	 began	 to	 decline	 circa	 1980,	
shortly	 after	 the	 Bergen	 Point	 WWTP	 began	 to	 operate.	 Nitrogen	 in	 wastewater	 that	 previously	
discharged	to	groundwater	via	OSDS,	discharged	to	streams	and	was	conveyed	to	the	Great	South	Bay	
was	diverted	to	the	Bergen	Point	WWTP	which	ultimately	discharges	treated	ef5luent	off-	shore	via	an	
ocean	 outfall.	 The	 5igures	 each	 show	 signi5icant	 changes	 in	 pre-sewering	 and	 post-	 sewering	
ammonia	 concentrations,	 with	 the	 largest	 and	 western-most	 stream	 showing	 the	 most	 dramatic	
declines	of	over	2	mg/L.	

Comment:	Figure	3-41	is	shown	on	the	previous	page.	 	With	the	limited	information	given,	it	 is	
impossible	to	verify	to	what	extent	the	installation	of	sewers	affected	the	cited	creeks	(streams).			It	
is	logical	to	conclude	that	the	elimination	of	thousands	of	septic	systems	would	have	an	effect	on	
the	nitrogen	levels	in	the	groundwater	and	surface	waters	in	the	sewered	area.	The	conclusion	that	
“the	streams	all	show	the	bene5icial	result	of	sewering”	can	not	be	supported	by	using	only	the	levels	
of	 ammonia	 found	 in	 the	 streams.	 What	 about	 the	 other	 parameters	 that	 are	 indicators	 of	
wastewater	 contamination?	 	 Also,	 there	 are	 other	 factors,	 other	 than	 the	 elimination	 of	 septic	
systems	and	sewering,	that	may	have	contributed	to	the	reduction	in	ammonia.			These	include	the	
possibility	that	there	is	less	fertilizer	being	used	along	the	shorelines	or	that	there	have	been	some	
drainage	improvements	that	reduced	direct	runoff	or	that	illegal	direct	discharges	were	corrected	
or	that	there	is	less	wildlife	residing	(defecating)	in	the	streams	or	less	decomposition	of	organic	
matter	occurring	in	the	immediate	area.		The	use	of	ammonia	concentrations	in	the	selected	creeks	
is	 a	 weak	 argument	 for	 sewering.	 	 Anyone	 familiar	 with	 the	 operation	 of	 conventional	 OSDSs	
knows	that	the	efHluent	 from	the	conventional	systems	is	expected	to	convert	to	nitrates,	shortly	
after	 leaving	the	treatment	zone	of	the	leaching	area,	and	the	nitrogen	would	not	normally	be	in	
the	ammonia	form	as	 it	works	 its	way	towards	surface	waters.	 	However,	 this	nitrate	conversion	
may	 not	 occur,	 if	 the	 disposal	 systems	 are	 improperly	 installed	 directly	 into	 groundwater	 or	
allowed	to	discharge	directly	(no	soil	 Hiltration)	 into	surface	waters.	 	The	efHluent	would	then	be	
primarily	in	the	form	of	ammonia.		If	ammonia	in	the	streams	was	caused	by	faulty	septic	systems,	
then	the	problem	could	be	corrected	by	repairing	the	existing	systems.	This	would	have	been	more	
cost-effective	than	a	sewer	system	and	have	less	negative	impacts	on	the	environment.			
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In	addition,	 the	 three	SWP	graphs	 (Figures	3-41,	3-42	and	3-43)	do	not	 show	 their	 source	and	
only	show	data	up	until	1997;	where	are	the	last	twenty	years	of	data?	 	It	is	reported	in	the	SWP	
(see	Figure	1-5i	above)	that	nitrogen	levels	 in	the	sewered	area	have	risen	 in	the	 last	 ten	years?		
Why	hasn’t	this	data	been	shown?		In	any	event,	the	SWP	has	not	demonstrated	a	scientiIically	
sound	conclusion	that	sewers	reduced	ammonia	concentrations	in	the	adjacent	streams;	or	
if	it	had	done	so,	that	it	was	actually	a	beneIicial	effect.				

This	DGEIS/SWP	conclusion,	as	it	relates	to	the	bene7it	of	sewering,	should	be	removed	from	
the	 DGEIS.	 	 Instead,	 a	 list	 of	 the	 harmful	 effects	 of	 sewering	 should	 be	 included.	 [Policy	
Report,	page	8,	What’s	wrong	with	past	sewage	disposal	policies?]	

1.3.3	Natural	Environment		

Statement:	In	fact,	implementation	of	the	Proposed	Action	is	projected	to	result	in	groundwater	and	
surface	 water	 quality	 improvements	 that	 would	 support	 improvements	 to	 the	 associated	 natural	
environment.	 	Excess	nitrogen	has  been	 linked,	 for	example,	 to	water	quality	 issues	resulting	 in	
increased	 chlorophyll-a	 and	 reduced	 water	 clarity,	 storm-surge	 protection	 provided	 by	 coastal	
wetlands	and	aquatic	vegetation,	and	an	overall	increase	in	the	number	of	HABs.		

Comment:	 This	 statement	 is	 misleading.	 It	 implies	 that	 nitrogen	 from	 conventional	 sewage	
disposal	systems	are	having	a	detrimental	effect	on	the	natural	environment	and	that	the	Proposed	
Action	Plan	 (basically	 sewering	 and	using	 I/A	OWTS)	will	 resolve	 the	mentioned	 “water	 quality	
issues”.	 	Since	the	focus	of	the	SWP	is	sewage	disposal	and	the	elimination	of	conventional	sewage	
disposal	 systems	 (OSDS),	 it	 is	 important	 to	 deHine	 the	 source	 of	 the	 “excess	 nitrogen”	 in	 the	
statement;	which	was	not	done.	 	 	As	we	have	discussed,	nitrogen	from	sewage	disposal	systems	
has	not	been	shown	to	cause	“water	quality	issues	resulting	in	increased	chlorophyll-a	and	reduced	
water	clarity,	 storm-surge	protection	provided	by	coastal	wetlands	and	aquatic	vegetation,	and	an	
overall	increase	in	the	number	of	HABs.”	 	The	SWP	uses	the	word	“linked”	in	the	statement.	 	This	
word	is	used	throughout	the	DGEIS	and	the	SWP	and	does	not	mean	caused.			Linked	is	a	word	that	
is	used	to	imply	a	connection,	where	no	direct	cause	can	be	proven;	unfortunately,	anything	can	be	
“linked”	 using	 a	 computer	 model,	 if	 the	 assumptions	 are	 changed	 accordingly.	 	 As	 previously	
discussed	under	“Conclusion	#9,	the	reduction	of	nitrogen	by	the	Proposed	Action	will	more	
likely	have	harmful	effects	and	a	negative	impact	on	the	clam	industry	and	other	ecological	
endpoints.	

1.3.5	Noise	and	Odors	

Statement:	 The	 Proposed	 Action	 is	 not	 anticipated	 to	 result	 in	 signi5icant	 adverse	 noise	 or	 odor	
impacts.	s.	[Typo]	Noise	complaints	have	not	been	raised	by	residents	currently	utilizing	I/A	OWTS,	
nor	have	odor	complaints	been	logged.	Modi5ied	Appendix	A	systems	and	STPs	would	continue	to	be	
required	to	meet	the	requirements	of	the	local	municipal	code	as	well	as	those	standards	established	
by	the	County.		

Comment:	The	statement	 indicates	 that	 impacts	are	not	 “anticipated”;	however,	 it	does	not	state	
that	there	will	be	none.	 	The	noise	analysis	of	the	I/A	OWTSs	appears	to	depend	upon	the	raising	
of	complaints	by	“residents”	in	the	pilot	programs,	how	about	neighbors?			Was	a	noise	study	done,	
taking	 into	 account	 the	 ambient	 noise	 levels	 at	 night	 in	 different	 neighborhoods?	 	 It	 is	 also	
interesting	 to	note	 that	 the	 statement	does	not	 say	 that	 there	 are	no	odor	problems,	but	 rather	
states,	“nor	have	odor	complaints	been	logged”.	 	Were	there	odor	problems	and	no	one	wrote	them	
down?		It	is	common	knowledge	that	I/A	OWTSs	have	odor	problems;	especially	when	they	are	not	
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functioning	 properly,	 creating	 septic	 odors.	 	 Noise	 is	 a	 potential	 negative	 impact	 with	 no	
supporting	data	to	show	otherwise.

1.3.5.1	Noise	

Statement:	Any	major	facilities	or	projects	proposed	in	the	future,	such	as	sewer	expansion	projects,	
new	 Appendix	 A	 STPs,	 or	 individual/speci5ic	 clustering	 projects,	 are	 subject	 to	 project-speci5ic	
environmental	 review	 that	 would	 include	 consideration	 of	 potential	 noise	 effects.	 The	 proposed	
revisions	to	Appendix	A	of	the	Standards	for	Approval	of	Plans	and	Construction	for	Sewage	Disposal	
Systems	for	Other	than	Single	Family	Residences	require	that	noise	control	is	included	in	the	design	of	
Appendix	A	STPs	to	qualify	for	reduced	setbacks.	

Consequently,	the	Proposed	Action	would	not	result	in	substantial	changes	to	noise	levels	at	receptors	
in	the	County	and	would	not	result	in	signi5icant	adverse	noise	impacts.	

Comment:	The	SWP	proposes	 to	allow	STPs	 to	be	 located	closer	 to	neighbors,	depending	on	 the	
“project-speci5ic	environmental	review”	to	“consider	noise	effects”.	 	The	problem	with	depending	on	
an	“environmental	review”	(known	as	SEQRA),	is	that	the	SCDHS	will	only	do	a	perfunctory	review.		
The	reality	is,	 if	the	project	meets	SCDHS	standards	(which	will	now	include	relaxed	separations	
distances	to	STPs),	the	SCDHS	will	probably	only	require	a	short	environmental	assessment	form	
or	 accept	 a	 lead	 agency	 determination	 as	 fulHillment	 of	 their	 “environmental	 review”	
responsibilities.	 	 The	 SCDHS	will	 not	 reach	 out	 to	 affected	neighbors,	who	may	be	 impacted	by	
noise	 or	 ask	 for	 a	 noise	 study,	 which	 should	 include	 existing	 ambient	 noise	 levels	 and	 the	
possibility	of	vibration	effects.		The	assumption	is,	that	if	the	project	meets	standards,	then	there	is	
no	 impact;	 this	 is	 Hlawed	 logic.	 	 What	 noise	 studies	 have	 been	 done	 to	 justify	 the	 changes	 in	
Appendix	 A;	 which	 allows	 STPs	 to	 be	 closer	 to	 “receptors”?	 	 What	 are	 “receptors”?	 	 Are	 they	
People?	 	Noise	 control	 is	 best	 handled	 by	 increased	distances	 coupled	with	 suppression.	 These	
changes	 should	 not	 be	 permitted	 until	 it	 is	 proven	 that	 noise	will	 not	 be	 an	 issue.	 	Making	 the	
changes	 on	 the	 basis	 that	 some	 future	 “environmental	 review”	 may	 prove	 it	 to	 be	 a	 correct	
decision,	is	not	sufHicient	nor	good	engineering	practice.		The	DGEIS	statement	should	be:	

Consequently,	 the	 Proposed	 Action	 may	 result	 in	 substantial	 changes	 to	 noise	 levels	 at	
receptors	 in	 the	 County	 and	 may	 result	 in	 signiIicant	 adverse	 noise	 impacts	 (negative	
impact).	

1.3.5.2	Odors		
Statement:	Wastewater	treatment	in	general	has	been	identi5ied	as	a	potential	source	of	noticeable	
offsite	 odors.	 As	 part	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Action,	 I/A	OWTS	would	 replace	 an	OSDS	 that	 consists	 of	 a	
septic	 tank,	 leaching	 structures,	 and	 does	 not	 have	 active	 or	 mechanical	 means	 of	 treatment	 or	
supplemental	 5iltering.	 I/A	OWTS	would	 be	 installed	 below	ground	 similar	 to	 that	 of	 a	 traditional	
onsite	wastewater	disposal	system.	The	I/A	OWTS	would	not	result	in	new	odor	sources.	

The	proposed	 revisions	 to	Appendix	A	of	 the	 Standards	 for	Approval	 of	Plans	and	Construction	 for	
Sewage	 Disposal	 Systems	 for	 Other	 than	 Single	 Family	 Residences	 require	 odor	 reduction	 be	
implemented	into	the	design	of	Appendix	A	STPs	to	qualify	for	reduced	setbacks.	Site	speci5ic	projects	
would	 be	 the	 subject	 of	 local	 review	 and	 approval.	 STPs,	 new	 sewer	 districts,	 or	 sewer	 district	
expansions	 would	 also	 be	 the	 subject	 of	 their	 own	 environmental	 review	 (ex.	 SEQRA)	 where	 the	
potential	for	odors	would	be	evaluated.	Therefore,	the	Proposed	Action	is	not	anticipated	to	result	in	
odors	noticeable	offsite	and	would	not	have	the	potential	to	cause	signi5icant	adverse	odor	impacts.	
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Comment:	 	The	Hirst	paragraph	of	this	statement	is	basically	a	comparison	of	conventional	onsite	
sewage	 disposal	 systems	 (OSDS)	 to	 Innovative	 and	 Advanced	 Onsite	 Wastewater	 Treatment	
Systems	(I/A	OWTS),	in	respect	to	the	potential	for	impacts	from	odors.	 	Any	odors	would	be	the	
result	of	gases	produced	primarily	from	the	“digestion	process”	associated	with	sewage	treatment.		
In	 the	 case	 of	 conventional	 sewage	 disposal	 systems,	 odors	 are	 only	 detected	when	 the	 system	
“fails”	or	is	improperly	installed.		The	conventional	system	is	designed	to	have	no	direct	discharge	
into	the	atmosphere.		The	system	operates	primarily	in	an	anaerobic	environment	until	the	treated	
wastewater	enters	the	biologically	active	zone	at	the	wastewater	to	soil	interface,	this	area	is	semi-
saturated	and	supports	both	anaerobic	and	aerobic	treatment.	 	Any	noticeable	odors	from	gases	
that	are	produced	in	the	conventional	system’s	treatment	process	are	retained	below	ground.		In	a	
properly	 working	 and	 maintained	 conventional	 system,	 any	 gases	 that	 work	 their	 way	 to	 the	
surface	through	the	overlaying	soil	are	not	noticeable.	

On	 the	 other	 hand,	 the	 I/A	 OWTSs	 depend	 on	 active	 aeration	 in	 the	 treatment	 process.	 	 This	
process	produces	gases	that	are	more	directly	vented	into	the	atmosphere.		In	its	conclusion,	SWP	
states	 that	 “The	 I/A	OWTS	would	 not	 result	 in	 new	odor	 sources.”	 	This	 statement	 is	misleading.			
Although	the	wastewater	is	not	a	“new	odor	source”,	 the	I/A	OWTS	treatment	of	the	wastewater	
produces	 gases,	 which	 are	 vented	 to	 and	 discharged	 into	 the	 atmosphere;	 this	 is	 substantially	
different	than	what	the	conventional	system	does.		The	potential	for	odors	is	much	greater	and	has	
been	a	problem,	especially	if	the	system	is	not	working	properly.	Now	picture	380,000	I/A	OWTS	
systems	all	aerating	their	wastewater	and	discharging	the	gases	into	the	neighboring	atmosphere.		
Common	sense	alone	tells	us	there	will	be	a	signiHicant	impact;	and	this	is	why	conventional	septic	
systems	 are	 not	 permitted	 to	 directly	 discharge	 their	 gases	 into	 the	 atmosphere.	 	 The	 SWP	
conclusion	that	“The	I/A	OWTS	would	not	result	in	new	odor	sources.”	is	incorrect	and	should	state:		

The	I/A	OWTS	will	result	in	new	odor	sources	(potential	negative	impact).		

1.3.6	Human	Health	(Contaminant	Exposure/Hazardous	Materials)	

Statement:	 The	 installation	 and	 use	 of	 I/A	 OWTS	 units	 does	 not	 require	 the	 use	 or	 storage	 of	
chemicals	 or	 other	 hazardous	 materials.	 The	 5low	 discharged	 from	 the	 units	 is	 not	 considered	
hazardous	and	proper	operation	of	 the	systems	would	not	result	 in	a	potential	negative	 impact	on	
human	health.	

Comment:	This	statement,	besides	applying	to	I/A	OWTS,	also	can	also	be	applied	to	conventional	
sewage	 disposal	 systems.	 	 The	 5low	 discharged	 from	 conventional	 systems	 is	 not	 considered	
hazardous	and	proper	operation	of	 the	systems	would	not	result	 in	a	potential	negative	 impact	on	
human	health.	 	The	omission	of	conventional	systems	as	a	strategy	option	highlights	the	fact	that	
the	DGEIS	and	the	SWP	have	disregarded	a	fair	and	balanced	review	of	the	conventional	sewage	
disposal	 system,	 going	 out	 of	 its	way	 to	 paint	 a	 negative	 picture	 of	 the	most	 cost-effective	 and	
practical	method	for	disposing	of	sewage	in	Suffolk	County.			The	conclusion	should	be:	

The	Ilows	discharged	from	OSDS	and	I/A	OWTS	are	not	considered	hazardous	and	proper	
operation	of	the	systems	would	not	result	in	a	potential	negative	impact	on	human	health.	

Statement:	Instead,	upgrading	of	failed	systems	and	old/grandfathered	systems	is	expected	to	result	
in	 increased	separation	of	 the	 system	to	 the	groundwater	 table	and	reduced	 failures	which	 in	 turn	
results	 in	 less	 human	 health	 hazards	 associated	 with	 exposures	 to	 sewage	 and	 potential	 physical	
harm	from	a	collapsed	system.	Chemicals	and/or	hazardous	materials	that	were	previously	known	to	
be	disposed	of	in	OSDS	would	need	to	be	assessed	and	remediated	in	accordance	with	SCDHS’s	‘action	
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levels’	stated	in	the	SCDHS	Standard	Operating	Procedure	for	the	Administration	of	Article	12	of	the	
Suffolk	County	Sanitary	Code	(Article	12	-	SOP	#9-95).	

Comment:	 This	 statement	 ignores	 the	 beneHits	 of	 “upgrading”	 conventional	 systems	 to	
conventional	standards.		The	beneHits	mentioned	here	for	I/A	OWTS	are	the	same	for	conventional	
systems	(increased	separation	of	the	system	to	the	groundwater	table	and	reduced	failures	which	in	
turn	results	in	less	human	health	hazards	associated	with	exposures	to	sewage	and	potential	physical	
harm	from	a	collapsed	system).	 	Once	again,	the	SWP	ignores	the	conventional	system	option.	 	The	
following	conclusion	should	be	added	to	the	SWP	and	DGEIS:	

Upgrading	of	failed	systems	and	old/grandfathered	systems	with	new	conventional	systems	
built	 to	 conventional	 standards	 will	 result	 in	 increased	 separation	 of	 the	 system	 to	 the	
groundwater	table	and	reduced	failures	which	in	turn	results	in	less	human	health	hazards	
associated	with	exposures	to	sewage	and	potential	physical	harm	from	a	collapsed	system.	
Statement:	Reduction	in	total	nitrogen	loading	to	surface	waters	and	groundwaters	(improvement	
in	water	quality)	would	have	a	positive	impact	on	water	quality	that	can	result	in	an	improvement	in	
human	health.		

Comment:	 	This	statement	implies	that	there	is	something	wrong	with	the	health	of	the	residents	
in	Suffolk	County	that	installing	sewers	or	I/A	OWTSs	will	resolve.		The	SWP	does	not	describe	any	
diseases	or	abnormalities	that	reducing	nitrogen	will	cure	(“improve	human	health”?).	 	This	is	an	
illogical	and	unfounded	statement	and	should	be	removed	from	the	SWP.		This	is	an	example	of	the	
SWP	making	false	claims	to	bolster	its	preconceived	goals	of	sewering	and	increasing	population	
densities.	 	No	one	is	ill	from	nitrogen	poisoning	and	in	fact	the	nitrogen	levels	in	groundwater	are	
acceptable.	 	 This	 SWP	 conclusion	 should	 be	 removed	 from	 DGEIS	 and	 a	 more	 appropriate	
statement,	if	necessary	would	be:	

Reduction	 in	 total	nitrogen	 loading	 to	surface	waters	and	groundwaters	 (improvement	 in	
water	quality)	has	not	been	shown	to	have	an	impact	on	water	quality	that	will	result	in	an	
improvement	in	human	health.		

Statement:	For	example,	reduced	nitrogen	concentrations	should	result	in	a	reduction	in	the	number	
and	intensity	of	HAB	events	on	a	Countywide	basis,	which	would	result	in	reduced	HABs	related	toxins	
within	shell5ish	and	therefore	increased	protection	of	human	health.		

Comment:	 	As	already	discussed,	decreasing	nitrogen	 loading	 from	sewage	disposal	systems	has	
not	been	proven	to	prevent	HABS.		Although	the	SWP	states	that	“…reduced	nitrogen	concentrations	
should	result	in	a	reduction	in	the	number	and	intensity	of	HAB	events	on	a	Countywide	basis…”,	 it	
has	provided	no	hard	 evidence	 that	 it	will.	 	 Instead	 it	 has	 speculated	with	 the	use	of	 computer	
models	that	are	based	upon	unfounded	assumptions.		Also	as	discussed	the	reductions	in	nitrogen	
loading	to	the	estuaries,	such	as	the	Great	South	Bay	have	not	had	a	beneHicial	effect	and	may	be	
the	cause	of	the	reductions	in	clam	populations	and	the	increase	in	harmful	algae	blooms.	 	 	[See	
discussion	in	this	report	under	“Conclusion	#9]	

The	following	statement	should	be	added	to	the	SWP:	

It	has	not	been	proven	that	reduced	nitrogen	concentrations	will	result	in	a	reduction	in	the	
number	and	intensity	of	HAB	events	on	a	Countywide	basis;	nor	would	it	result	in	reduced	
HAB’s	related	toxins	within	shellIish	or	increased	protection	of	human	health.	
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1.3.9.1	Water	Export/Impact	to	Water	Supply	

Statement:	Diversion	 of	 sanitary	 wastewater	 ef5luent	 from	 existing	 OSDS	within	 the	 presumptive	
sewer	project	areas	to	off-shore	surface	waters	was	determined	to	result	in	an	insigni5icant	reduction	
in	groundwater	recharge	and	would	have	no	impact	on	the	ability	to	provide	the	approximately	245	
MGD	of	potable	supply	used	Countywide	on	a	daily	basis.	

Comment:		This	is	an	example	of	how	Suffolk	County	has	not	learned	from	the	past.	The	discharge	
of	our	water	supply	into	the	coastal	waters	is	a	strategy	doomed	for	failure.	 	Can	we	really	
afford	 to	 continue	 expanding	 the	 existing	 sewer	 district	 discharges	 to	 the	 coastal	 waters?	 	 If	
history	 tells	us	anything,	 the	answer	 is	no.	Of	 the	eight	presumptive	sewer	projects	 listed	 in	 the	
SWP	(section	4.5.2),	 it	 appears	 that	only	 two	will	be	 recharging	 the	 treated	water	back	 into	 the	
aquifer;	 the	others	will	 be	discharging	 to	 coastal	waters.	This	 is	 the	 same	 trap	 that	Queens	 and	
Nassau	County	fell	into.	 	Queens	ran	out	of	water	thanks	to	their	discharge	through	their	sewers	
and	treatment	plants	and	Nassau	is	now	facing	a	water	crisis	and	will	be	looking	for	water	from	
Suffolk.		This	is	explained	in	our	May	18,	2018	review	of	the	2017	LICAP	report.	[See	LICAP	Report	
Review].	 	 Besides	 running	 out	 of	water,	 Nassau	 County	 is	 experiencing	 the	 impacts	 of	 lowered	
water	 tables	 on	 the	 environment,	 including	 a	 reduction	 in	 stream	 Hlow,	 loss	 of	 surface	 water	
features	 and	 ecosystems	 that	 depend	 on	 them,	 reduction	 in	 coastal	 discharge,	 change	 in	 bay	
salinity,	shifts	in	contaminant	migration	paths,	a	shift	in	the	saltwater	interface	and	the	potential	
for	 saltwater	 intrusion,	 change	 in	 recharge	 zone	 boundaries	 and	 the	 rate	 of	 groundwater	 Hlow.		
[See	LICAP	Report	Review,	pgs.	3-6].	 	 	The	question	here	 is	not	whether	we	have	 the	“ability	 to	
provide	 the	 approximately	 245	 MGD	 of	 potable	 supply	 used	 Countywide	 on	 a	 daily	 basis”,	 but	
whether	it	is	wise	to	continue	expanding	the	water	usage	while	increasing	the	amount	we	waste	by	
discharging	into	the	coastal	waters.	 	The	SWP	promotes	connecting	more	areas	to	the	SWSD	and	
discharging	the	water	into	the	Atlantic	Ocean	as	stated	in	the	SWP:	

.	 	“….	the	adjacent	SWSD	provides	a	signi5icant	bene5it	towards	achieving	load	reduction	goals	since	
the	outfall	for	the	SWSD	discharges	to	the	Atlantic	Ocean.	 	In	essence,	100	percent	of	the	wastewater	
nitrogen	 emanating	 from	 parcels	 connected	 to	 the	 SWSD	 is	 removed	 from	 the	 Great	 South	 Bay	
subwatershed.”	[ES-64}	

This	also	means	100%	of	the	treated	water	is	discharged	and	not	recharged	to	the	aquifer.	 	There	
are	 certain	 conditions	 that	might	 require	 the	 hook	 up	 to	 an	 existing	 coastal	 outfall	 district,	 but	
being	next	to	it	is	not	one	of	them.	[See	Policy	Report	page	3]	

In	addition	to	the	loss	of	water,	the	extension	of	such	districts	increases	the	population	densities	
causing	 an	 impact	 on	 services	 and	 infrastructure.	 	 Although	 the	 SWP	 assures	 us	 that	 the	 the	
sewers	will	not	have	such	an	effect,	reality	tells	us	different;	one	only	has	to	look	at	western	Long	
Island	to	see	the	impact	of	unbridled	development	spurred	on	by	sewers.		The	DGEIS	turns	a	blind	
eye	to	this	phenomenon	and	should	declare	it	as	a	negative	impact,	as	it	affects	what	is	left	of	the	
rural	way	of	life	in	Suffolk	County.	

The	 DGEIS	 should	 require	 the	 SWP	 to	 address	 this	 and	 recommend	 a	 policy	 that	 prevents	
additional	 expansion	of	wastewater	 input,	 both	 from	within	and	outside	 the	 coastal	 outfall	
sewer	districts. 

Statement:	It	is	important	to	note	that	SCDHS	Guidance	Memorandum	#28	(July	24,	2017)	provides	
the	requirements	necessary	 for	 siting	proposed	or	expanded	STPs	 to	determine	potential	 impact	 to	
drinking	 water	 supplies.	 Changes/modi5ication	 to	 these	 guidance	 requirements	 are	 not	 proposed.	
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Individual	 sewering	 projects	 would	 as	 part	 of	 the	 environmental	 review	 process	 evaluate	 the	
potential	negative	effect	to	local	surface	water	base5low.		

Comments:	 This	 statement	 implies	 that	 the	 SCDHS	 will	 take	 action	 to	 stop	 expansion	 of	 STPs	
which	 are	 determined	 to	 have	 a	 negative	 impact	 to	 drinking	 water	 supplies.	 However,	 this	
Guidance	 Memorandum	 #28	 does	 nothing	 to	 prevent	 the	 continued	 expansion	 of	 the	 sewer	
districts	that	have	coastal	outfalls	that	discharge	millions	of	gallons	of	treated	water	 into	coastal	
waters.	 	 How	many	 times	 has	 SCDHS	 taken	 action	 to	 prevent	 expansion	 of	 sewer	 districts	 that	
discharge	into	the	coastal	waters?	 	How	many	times	has	SCDHS	prevented	the	expansion	of	STPs	
that	 discharge	 into	 coastal	 waters?	 	 	 If	 any,	 what	 are	 examples	 of	 the	 cases	 in	 which	 SCDHSs	
prevented	 such	 expansions	 of	 discharge?	 	 The	 SWP	 falls	 short	 by	 not	 establishing	 a	 policy	 that	
prevents	further	increases	in	discharge	and	reductions	in	recharge	or	requiring	SCDHS	to	take	
action	in	this	respect.		It	does	nothing	to	prevent	expansions	of	uses	(increase	in	wastewater	Hlows	
within	 the	districts),	which	 result	 in	 increased	discharges	by	default.	 	As	 a	 result,	 enactment	of	
“The	Proposed	Action”	sets	the	stage	for	further	impacts	on	the	groundwater	supply	and	reduction	
in	base	Hlow.	 	Impacts	have	already	been	documented	in	the	Southwest	Sewer	District	area,	which	
is	now	approved	for	a	40	MGD	discharge.

The SWP should recognize  that  the  use  of  such Memorandums constitute  a  non-binding and 
ineffective approach to managing the STPs and their potential increases of discharges to coastal 
waters. The DGEIS should have concluded that the Proposed Action and the proposed expansion 
of such sewer districts will have a negative impact on the groundwater.  

PresumpEve	Sewering	Projects,	Sewering	and	Clustered/Decentralized	RecommendaEons	

Statement:	The	 identi5ication	 of	 STPs	 and	 clustered/decentralized	 systems	 as	 an	 effective	 tool	 in	
addressing	 nitrogen	 from	 sanitary	 wastewater	 would	 support	 growth	 approved	 by	 a	 local	
municipality	but	would	not	be	growth	inducing	on	its	own.		

Comment:	This	statement	does	not	make	sense	as	written.	 	How	does	 identifying	STP’s	support	
growth?	 	Did	 the	SWP	mean	constructing	or	connecting	 to	 them	would	have	an	 impact?	 	 In	any	
event,	 for	 the	 SWP	 to	 ignore	 the	 negative	 impacts	 that	 such	 infrastructure	 projects	 have	 on	 a	
community’s	way	of	life	is	disingenuous	and	not	in	touch	with	reality;	one	only	has	to	look	at	the	
Town	of	Babylon	and	how	its	zoning	broke	down	and	sprawl	took	over	after	the	SWSD	was	built.		
By	deferring	protection	of	our	water	 supply	 to	 individual	 zoning	boards,	 the	SWP	 is	 signing	 the	
death	 warrant	 for	 our	 water	 supply.	 	 As	 previously	 discussed,	 the	 real	 goal	 of	 the	 SWP	 is	 to	
promote	economic	development,	and	the	real	tool	to	do	this	is	nitrogen.	 	The	nitrogen	“problem”	
has	been	exaggerated	to	scare	the	public	into	voting	and	paying	for	sewers.	 	[Policy	Report,	pages	
8-10]		

The	DGEIS	should	have	declared	sewering	to	coastal	outfalls	result	in	a	negative	impact.			

The	DGEIS	should	have	determined	that	leaving	the	fate	of	our	water	supply	in	the	hands	of	
zoning	boards	would	result	in	a	negative	impact.		

1.3.10	Unavoidable	Adverse	Impacts	

Statement:	The	Proposed	Action	does	not	include	the	development	nor	require	the	development	of	a	
physical	project.	

Comment:	 The	 purpose	 of	 this	 statement	 in	 this	 section	 of	 the	 DGEIS	 (Unavoidable	 Adverse	
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Impacts)	 is	 not	 clear.	 	 It	 implies	 that	 The	 Proposed	 Action	 does	 not	 involve	 any	 construction	
(development)	of	a	physical	project	and	therefore	is	released	from	scrutiny	for	adverse	impacts.		The	
Proposed	Action	involves	the	development	of	a	plan,	which	will	eventually	result	in	construction	of	
over	380,000	sewage	disposal	systems,	 including	STPs,	sewers	and	onsite	wastewater	 treatment	
systems.	 	 Obviously,	The	 Proposed	Action	 is	 not	 exempt	 from	 scrutiny	 under	 SEQRA.	 	 This	
statement	is	misleading	and	should	be	removed.	

Statement:	The	changes	to	the	Sanitary	Code	and	Appendix	A	requirements	are	proposed	to	address	
water	 quality	 impacts	 associated	 with	 nitrogen	 loading	 from	 existing	 onsite	 wastewater	 disposal	
systems	(OSDS).	

Comment:	This	statement	avoids	the	fact	that	the	primary	purpose	of	The	Proposed	Action	(which	
is	downplayed	in	the	SWP)	is	to	foster	economic	development,	including	creating	jobs	and	opening	
land	for	more	intense	development.		This	goal	has	been	widely	touted	in	many	public	meetings	and	
forums,	but	 interestingly,	not	 in	the	SWP.	 	 Is	 it	because	the	County	does	not	want	the	SWP	to	be	
related	to	increasing	population	densities	and	urban	sprawl,	which	would	not	be	popular	with	the	
general	public?		

The	 DGEIS	 should	 focus	 on	 the	 issue	 of	 economic	 development	 and	 urban	 sprawl	 and	
include	a	full	analysis	of	its	positive	and	negative	impacts.	

1.3.11	Irreversible	and	Irretrievable	Commitment	of	Resources	

Statement:	Under	 the	Proposed	Action,	 natural	 and	man-made	 resources	would	 be	 expended.	 For	
example,	 resources	 would	 be	 needed	 in	 the	 manufacturing	 and	 installation	 of	 the	 approved	 I/A	
OWTS.	The	 commitment	of	 the	 resources	 required	 (such	as	metal	and	plastic)	 to	 construct	 the	 I/A	
OWTS	unit	would	result	in	those	resources	not	being	available	for	other	uses.	

Resources	 such	 as	 land,	 construction	 materials,	 and	 human	 effort	 to	 design,	 install,	 monitor	 and	
maintain	the	STP	would	be	required.	The	analysis	of	the	speci5ic	commitment	of	resources	associated	
with	individual	STP	or	clustered/decentralized	projects	would	likely	be	addressed	in	a	project	speci5ic	
environmental	review	(i.e.	project	 speci5ic	SEQRA	review).	One	would	expect	 that	resources	 such	as	
land	for	a	project	site,	equipment,	labor,	and	energy	would	be	required	for	individual	STP	or	cluster/
decentralized	 projects.	 Operation	 of	 a	 STP	 would	 also	 include	 a	 commitment	 of	 energy.	 These	
project	commitment	of	resources	would	be	the	same	with	or	without	the	implementation	of	
the	Proposed	Action.	

Comment:	This	statement	concludes	that	the	“commitment	of	resources	would	be	the	same	with	or	
without	the	implementation	of	the	Proposed	Action.”	 	This	is	incorrect	because	the	SWP	and	DGEIS	
do	not	 consider	 the	option	of	 using	 conventional	 onsite	 sewage	disposal	 systems	 in	 the	plan	or	
analysis.	 	As	previously	discussed,	 considering	 the	beneHits	of	using	conventional	 systems,	 there	
would	be	less	resources	necessary	to	treat	wastewater.		The	statement	that	resources	would	be	the	
same	 with	 or	 without	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	 Proposed	 Action	 should	 be	 corrected.	 	 The	
conclusion	should	be:

These	 project	 commitments	 of	 resources	 will	 be	 higher	 with	 the	 implementation	 of	 the	
Proposed	Action	and	resultantly	have	a	potential	negative	impact.			

The	 DGEIS	 and	 SWP	 should	 include	 the	 option	 of	 using	 conventional	 sewage	 disposal	
systems	in	its	analysis	and	as	part	of	the	Proposed	Action	to	mitigate	impacts. 
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1.3.12	MiEgaEve	Measures	

Statement:	The	implementation	of	a	Countywide	wastewater	management	plan	would	result	in	the	
reduction	 in	 nitrogen	 loading	 from	 wastewater	 sources	 so	 as	 to	 protect	 and	 restore	 both	
groundwater	and	surface	water	quality	and	the	coastal	ecosystems	of	Suffolk	County.	Water	quality	
improvement	is	a	bene5icial	outcome	of	the	Proposed	Action	and	does	not	require	mitigative	measure.	

Comment:	 As	 already	 discussed,	 the	 SWP	will	 not	 achieve	 its	 goal,	 “to	 protect	 and	 restore	 both	
groundwater	and	surface	water	quality	and	the	coastal	ecosystems	of	Suffolk	County”,	by	focusing	on	
nitrogen	 reductions.	 	 Neither	 the	DGEIS	 nor	 SWP	 have	 identiHied	what	 aspects	 of	 groundwater,	
surface	water	or	coastal	systems	will	be	“restored”	by	nitrogen	reduction;	and	ignore	the	fact	that	
starving	the	surface	waters	of	nitrogen	will	likely	have	a	negative	impact.		Restoration	for	surface	
water	 may	 require	 raising	 the	 nitrogen	 loading	 to	 some	 previous	 level	 where	 clams,	 in	
particular,	thrived	(clams	need	nutrients).		Rather	the	goal	appears	to	be	nitrogen	reduction	in	and	
of	itself,	with	no	discernible	ecological	endpoints.		With	the	implementation	of	the	SWP,	mitigative	
measures	are	necessary	due	to	the	economic	 impact	the	SWP	will	have	on	the	residents	and	the	
commitment	 to	 the	 use	 of	 unnecessary	 resources.	 	 Such	 commitment	 to	 resources	 is	 not	
warranted,	considering	the	lack	of	cause	and	effect	due	to	nitrogen.	 	As	previously	discussed,	the	
water	quality	(as	far	as	nitrogen	is	concerned)	is	acceptable,	and	the	“nitrogen	problem”	has	been	
exaggerated	to	achieve	other	 Hinancial	goals,	such	as	grants	and	federal	 funds.	 	To	the	contrary,	
the	Proposed	Action	will	 not	 end	up	 as	 an	 improvement,	 but	 rather	 as	 having	 a	 negative	
impact.	

Statement:	 Several	 wastewater	 management	 technologies	 were	 evaluated	 to	 address	 nitrogen	
loading	from	OSDS.	While	the	recommendations	within	the	SC	SWP	focus	on	the	use	of	I/A	OWTS	as	
the	 primary	 wastewater	 management	 strategy,	 initial	 recommendations	 for	 other	 management	
methods,	 including	 sewer	 expansion,	 and	 clustering/decentralized	 systems	 are	 also	 provided	 (but	
would	require	follow	up	study	and	project-speci5ic	feasibility	analysis	before	5inal	recommendations	
can	be	provided).		

Comment:	 This	 statement	 points	 out	 the	 fact	 that	 the	 SWP	did	 not	 address	 conventional	 onsite	
sewage	 disposal	 systems	 as	 part	 of	 the	 plan.	 	 Looking	 at	 the	 SWP,	 no	 in	 depth	 analysis	 of	
conventional	systems	was	done.		No	studies	of	how	the	systems	work	or	how	they	can	be	improved	
were	presented.	 	In	fact,	as	part	of	the	wastewater	planning,	in-depth	studies	were	proposed,	but	
never	carried	out.	 	Instead	the	County	moved	ahead	with	the	SWP,	not	knowing	the	true	nitrogen	
loading	 and	 treatment	 processes	 (including	 denitriHication)	 that	 the	 conventional	 systems	were	
capable	 of.	 	 As	 a	 result,	 the	 nitrogen	 loading	models	 are	 Hlawed	 and	 the	 conclusions	 incorrect.		
Without	conventional	systems	being	part	of	the	wastewater	strategy	negative	impacts	will	occur.

1.4	AlternaEves	Analysis		

Statement:	 Five	 alternatives	 to	 the	 Proposed	 Action	 were	 identi5ied	 during	 project	 Scoping	 and	
evaluated	in	this	Draft	GEIS.	

Comment:	 	The	problem	with	the	Hive	alternatives	presented	is	that	none	of	them	include	the	use	
of	 conventional	 systems	as	part	of	 the	 strategy.	 	As	already	discussed,	 the	conventional	 systems	
have	beneHits	over	other	methods	of	sewage	disposal	that	have	not	been	addressed	in	the	SWP	or	
the	DGEIS;	without	conventional	systems	being	part	of	the	wastewater	strategy	negative	impacts	
will	 occur.	 The	 Comprehensive	 Groundwater	 Plan	 also	 indicated	 that	 the	 conventional	 systems	
were	effectively	protecting	the	groundwater	under	Article	6.		[See	Policy	Report,	pages	4	–	6	&	10]	
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2.2.5.3.1	Preliminary	IdenEficaEon	of	Subwatersheds	with	PotenEal	Sanitary	Impacts	(SWP)

Statement:	 This	 preliminary	 evaluation	 provides	 an	 initial	 identi5ication	 of	 pathogen-impacted	
waters	 that	 could	 potentially	 be	 caused	 by	 on-site	 disposal	 of	 sanitary	 wastewater	 based	 on	 the	
presence	of	residential	land	use	within	the	area	where	the	depth	to	groundwater	is	less	than	10	feet.		

Comment:	This	entire	 section	 is	 speculative	and	provides	no	evidence	 that	 conventional	 sewage	
disposal	systems	are	the	source	of	any	pathogens	found	in	surface	waters.			Pathogens	were	found	
in	both	areas	that	are	serviced	by	sewered	and	by	conventional	systems;	and	there	is	no	cause	and	
effect.	 	Anyone	 familiar	with	 the	 functioning	of	 conventional	 systems	realize	 that	 the	pathogens	
excreted	 from	 warm	 blooded	 animals	 (such	 as	 humans)	 do	 not	 survive	 long	 in	 the	 harsh	
conditions	outside	the	human	body	(This	is	conHirmed	in	section	2.2.5.4.1	of	the	SWP).	 	The	SWP	
has	 sampled	 water	 bodies	 and	 found	 pathogens	 that	 they	 have	 been	 able	 to	 relate	 to	 human	
origins.		However,	this	does	not	conHirm	that	conventional	sewage	disposal	systems	are	the	source	
of	 the	 pathogens.	 	 To	 prove	 this,	 the	 SWP	 would	 have	 had	 to	 study	 existing	 sewage	 disposal	
systems	and	track	the	efHluent	plumes	for	pathogens	here	on	Long	Island.	 	The	SWP	did	no	such	
study.	 	 If	 it	 had,	 it	 would	 have	 found	 that	 the	 pathogens	 were	 destroyed	 before	 they	 reached	
groundwater	 or	 surface	waters.	 	 This	 is	 evidenced	 by	 the	 lack	 of	 pathogens	 showing	 up	 in	 our	
groundwater	 supply,	 which	 has	 been	 replenished	 by	 the	 efHluent	 of	 septic	 systems	 (including	
outhouses),	 since	 the	 colonists	 Hirst	 occupied	 Long	 Island.	 	 The	 only	 time	we	 see	 pathogens	 is	
when	the	water	supply	wells	or	distribution	systems	are	compromised	by	direct	outside	inHluences	
(such	as	bird	populations	 in	water	storage	 tanks	or	 improper	sanitary	seals	 that	allow	runoff	 to	
enter	well	casings).	 	Rather	than	speculate	on	something	that	is	most	probably	not	true,	the	SWP	
should	conclude	that	it	is	highly	unlikely	that	properly	functioning	sewage	disposal	systems	
are	causing	pathogens	in	surface	waters	(or	groundwater	supplies).	

Furthermore,	this	statement,	along	with	others	in	the	SWP,	make	the	assumption	that	conventional	
sewage	 disposal	 systems,	 located	 in	 areas	 with	 less	 than	 10	 feet	 to	 groundwater,	 provide	 less	
wastewater	 treatment	 than	 other	 areas.	 	 The	 SWP	 provides	 no	 evidence	 of	 this,	 other	 than	 it	
expects	the	detention	time	of	the	efHluent	plume	to	be	less	in	these	areas.	 	In	fact,	because	of	the	
presence	 of	 black	 peat	 in	 most	 of	 these	 coastal	 areas	 (as	 discussed	 under	 Conclusion	 #2)	 the	
detention	time	is	expected	to	be	greater	[See	Liu	and	Young	Report].	 	Regardless	of	the	detention	
time,	 these	 areas	 actually	 provide	 the	 best	 opportunity	 for	 natural	 denitriHication	 to	 occur.	 	 In	
addition,	the	SWP	has	provided	no	evidence	that	pathogens	have	any	better	survival	rate	in	these	
areas.	 	Since	this	was	one	of	the	primary	assumptions	used	in	determining	the	“priority”	areas	for	
advanced	 wastewater	 treatment;	 the	 priority	 areas	 no	 longer	 become	 priority,	 if	 nitrogen	 is	
reduced	and	pathogens	are	not	present	in	the	groundwater	base	Hlow.		Unnecessarily	designating	
areas	with	less	than	10	feet	to	groundwater	as	priority	areas	creates	a	negative	impact	on	
homeowners	in	those	areas.	

****	
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DGEIS	Presentation	to	CEQ,	September	5,	2019	by	Royal	Reynolds	PE	

My	name	is	Roy	Reynolds	and	together	with	a	group	of	engineers,	scientists	and	public	health	
experts,	we	reviewed	the	Impact	Statement	and	the	Wastewater	Plan.		We	have	prepared	
written	comments,	which	we	will	be	submitting	today.					

With	only	about	a	month	and	over	1200	pages	of	material	to	review,	we	were	restricted	by	
time	and	had	to	be	selective	in	choosing	issues.		

Based	upon	this	review	we	found	both	documents	to	be	deficient	on	several	levels.		As	a	
group,	what	we	found	most	puzzling	was	the	focus	on	nitrogen	as	being	the	trigger	for	all	
the	ills	of	the	groundwater	supply	and	estuaries.		The	portrayal	of	nitrogen	being	on	the	rise	
and	needing	“remediation”	appears	to	be	a	common	theme	and	pattern	throughout	the	Plan.		
We	have	been	told	,	nitrogen	is	Public	Enemy	#1	and	the	septic	systems	are	Monsters.	
According	to	the	Plan	nitrogen	is	the	cause	of	fish	kills,	the	decline	of	clam	populations,	
the	cause	of	harmful	algae	blooms;	and	it	supposedly	affects	the	health	of	Suffolk	County	
residents.		When	we	reviewed	the	Plan	and	other	references,	we	found	no	cause	and	effect	
to	these	claims.		People	are	not	unhealthy	because	of	nitrogen.	
	
Instead	of	proving	cause	and	effect,	the	Impact	Statement	and	Plan	implied	connections	
with	nitrogen,	misinterpreting	data,	failing	to	consider	information	supporting	alternative	
causes	and	using	computer	programs	(models)	to	bolster	its	flawed	hypotheses.			The	most	
outstanding	flaw	of	the	Plan	was	its	changing	of	the	assumptions,	which	had	been	used	to	
simulate	and	predict	wastewater	nitrogen	loading	to	the	groundwater	and	bays;	using	
computer	models.		Where	just	three	years	ago	the	nitrogen	loading	from	a	conventional	
sewage	disposal	system	was	determined	to	be	reduced	by	66%,	now,	in	the	subwatershed	
plan	it	is	only	27%.		A	doubling	of	the	loading	with	the	stroke	of	a	pen	(by	the	same	
consultants).		We	found	no	justification	for	these	changes.		This	puts	all	the	nitrogen	
loading	results	and	conclusions	into	question;	and	if	we	are	correct,	this	negates	most	of	
the	Plan’s	findings.		The	DGEIS	does	not	address	this.	
	
In	addition,	the	plan	goes	out	of	it	way	to	exaggerate	the	significance	of	Nitrogen	as	a	
Pollutant.		It	manipulates	data	by	using	statistics	to	paint	a	grim	picture	of	our	water	
quality.		In	a	section	called	“sobering	statistics”	the	Plan	declares	that	the	nitrogen	
concentrations	in	the	Magothy	aquifer	rose	93%.		93%,	that	really	sounds	bad.		Until	we	
look	at	the	data.		The	Plan	neglects	to	tell	us	that	the	nitrogen	concentration	is	only	
1.76mg/l.		This	means	that	the	nitrogen	concentration	rose	.85	mg/l;	over	a	26-year	period.		
The	drinking	water	standard	is	10mg/l.		Doesn’t	sound	so	bad	now,	does	it.		
Unfortunately,	examples	of	this	are	prevalent	throughout	the	plan	and	the	impact	
statement.		We	discuss	these	in	our	comments.	
	
The	Plan	basically	indicates	that	if	we	sewer	all	of	Suffolk	County,	all	the	water	problems	
will	go	away.		Well	we	already	did	that	in	Nassau	County	and	Western	Suffolk.		That	didn’t	
help	and	it	created	more	problems.		
	
	



	
Another	shortcoming	of	the	plan	is	that	it	abdicates	responsibility	for	controlling	
wastewater	production	(sewage	flows)	within	sewer	districts	to	the	local	zoning	and	
planning	boards.	The	plan	also	denies	the	impact	of	“growth	inducement”	caused	by	
sewers,	which	will	have	a	negative	impact.		
	
The	Plan	and	DGEIS	are	unacceptable	as	presented	and	should	not	be	forwarded	to	the	
Legislature	as	written.		Forming	a	strategy	for	sewage	disposal	around	nitrogen	is	like	
forming	an	education	strategy	for	the	state	around	one	subject.		
	
One	big	concern	is	that	our	comments	will	not	be	addressed.		The	same	people	who	
wrote	the	report	will	be	the	ones	who	make	the	decisions	on	changes.		There	seems	to	be	a	
lack	of	checks	and	balances.		(If	we	have	to	go	to	court,	we	will.)		But	we	would	rather	
resolve	this	here	before	it	gets	to	the	legislature.			
	
Besides	the	written	comments,	we	will	also	be	leaving	a	copy	of	the	report	we	completed	
in	March	of	this	year,	which	makes	recommendations	for	the	sewage	disposal	practices	in	
Suffolk	County.			
	
(Anyone	here	that	would	like	a	copy	of	these	documents	just	give	us	an	email	address	and	
we	will	see	that	you	get	them.)	
	



DGEIS	Presentation	to	CEQ	at	hearing	on	September	6,	2019	
My	name	is	Roy	Reynolds;	I	spoke	to	you	last	night.		I	am	a	part	of	a	group	of	scientists	and	
engineers	that	reviewed	the	plan.		
	
As	discussed	last	night	and	in	the	report	we	submitted,	the	plan	has	serious	flaws	that	
need	to	be	corrected	before	moving	forward.			
	
Some	of	the	speakers	last	night	accused	us	of	being	“naysayers”	and	insisted	that	the	plan	
be	approved	as	is.			They	said	this	without	even	reading	our	report.	
	
I	understand	those	individuals,	who	have	no	scientific	training,	being	caught	up	in	the	
fervor	of	what	has	become	a	cause	celeb,	but	for	those	scientists	that	refused	to	
acknowledge	the	problems	with	the	Plan,	I	provide	no	excuse.		
	
Either	way	the	plan	needs	to	be	corrected	before	moving	to	the	Legislature.			
	
It	was	stated	last	night	that	the	existing	380,000	sewage	disposal	systems	provide	no	
treatment	of	wastewater.			
	
As	described	in	our	report,	this	is	far	from	the	truth.				
	
The	conventional	systems	(that	many	of	us	use),	provide	primary,	secondary	and	tertiary	
treatment	through	natural	processes;	and	the	County	knows	this.		
	
This	is	why	the	previous	Comprehensive	Water	Supply	Plan	recognized	that	conventional	
systems,	installed	under	Article	6	of	the	Sanitary	Code,	provided	sufficient	protection	to	the	
water	supply;	and	the	water	quality	data	confirms	this.	
	
The	problem	is	that	these	systems	need	to	be	upgraded	and	repaired;	many	lack	the	basic	
septic	tank,	have	dangerous	block	leaching	pools	and	are	hydraulically	failing.			
	
The	plan	offers	no	immediate	help	for	us.			
	
Bringing	the	conventional	systems	up	to	conventional	standards	is	more	practical	and	cost	
effective	than	sewers	or	advanced	treatment	systems;	sometime	in	the	future.		This	is	
further	discussed	in	our	report.	
	
Last	night	some	of	the	speakers	touted	the	great	results	from	nitrogen	removal	in	the	past.			
	
I	refer	those	people	to	the	southwest	sewer	district	and	its	failure	to	correct	the	problems	
in	the	Great	South	Bay	and	how	sewering	created	its	own	problems.		
	
	All	the	subwatershed	areas	in	Nassau	County	and	western	Suffolk	have	been	sewered	for	
over	35	years.			
	



This	means	that	there	is	no	nitrogen	load	from	septic	systems	going	into	the	bay.		If	the	
Plan	is	correct	then	we	should	have	seen	a	drastic	improvement	in	the	ecology	of	the	bay	
by	now.			
	
These	sewered	areas	still	have	little	or	no	shellfish,	experience	harmful	algae	blooms	and	
have	fish	kills.					Why?		
	
The	County	has	told	us	that	there	is	still	nitrogen	from	the	old	systems	feeding	into	the	bay,	
(known	as	legacy	nitrogen).			
	
The	problem	with	this	theory,	according	to	their	own	computer	models,	is	that	the	legacy	
nitrogen	was	flushed	out	long	ago.		
	
They	then	took	a	position	that	the	septic	systems	located	in	the	deep	recharge	areas	to	the	
north	are	the	problem.		However,	the	deep	recharge	water	is	not	predicted	to	discharge	
into	the	bay.			
	
The	theory	that	nitrogen	from	conventional	septic	systems	is	causing	the	problems	is	just	
that,	a	theory,	a	disproven	theory.	
	
The	last	time	we	submitted	one	of	our	reports	to	the	County	back	in	2017,	we	received	
what	they	labelled	a	“coordinated	response”,	which	defended	their	position	and	recognized	
none	of	ours.			
	
We	expect	nothing	less	this	time,	the	same	people	who	wrote	the	plan	are	reviewing	our	
comments.		There	is	lack	of	checks	and	balances	and	we	the	residents	and	taxpayers	are	
going	to	pay	the	price.		
	
If	anyone	wants	to	hear	more	about	this,	please	take	a	look	at	our	report	and	comments;	
there’s	a	handout	with	information	on	how	to	contact	us	and	see	our	reports.		
	
	





Comments	by	Roger	C.	Tollefsen	to	the	SWP	meeting	Friday	September	6,	2019	
	
I	want	to	talk	about	how	the	SWP	will	affect	our	bays	
	
The	SWP	is	nothing	more	than	a	model	that	is	used	to	priority	rank	which	
watersheds	should	be	targeted	for	nitrogen	reduction.	While	it	makes	general	
statements	that	nitrogen	reduction	will	promote	a	healthy	ecosystem	or	that	the	N	
reduction	will	not	result	in	a	negative	impact	to	the	natural	environment	it	provides	
no	support	for	these	ambiguous	statements.		
	
In	its	model,	the	SWP	only	factors	in	N	loading,	flushing	and	HABs.	It	explicitly	states	
that	it	in	did	not	consider	the	impacts	of	Shellfish,	fish	kills,	pathogens	or	SAVs.	I	
would	suspect	that	most	of	you	are	here	today	because	of	your	concern	for	exactly	
the	things	the	SWP	has	specifically	ignored.	
	
Decades	ago,	managers	acknowledged	the	complexity	of	our	bays	and	adopted	the	
principles	of	ecosystem	based	management.		They	realized	that	a	single	part	of	a	
system	must	be	related	to	the	whole.	The	base	of	our	bay’s	complex	food	web	is	
composed	of	over	130	species	of	seasonal	algae	that	use	nitrogen;	each	species	has	
its	place.	The	SWP	only	considers	the	four	that	are	harmful.		
	
Because	of	this,	the	SWP	strategy	is	based	upon	the	flawed	and	outrageous	
assumption	that	it	is	possible	to	starve	harmful	algae	without	impacting	the	rest	of	
our	bays.	This	is	problematic	for	several	reasons:		HABs	occur	when	inorganic	
nitrogen	levels	are	low,	not	high	and	HABs	are	well	adapted	to	low	nutrient	
conditions.	
	
You	may	not	be	aware	that	our	eastern	bays	already	have	the	lowest	levels	of	N	
loading	of	any	major	estuary	in	the	United	States.		And	you	should	also	be	aware	
that	only	estuaries	with	low	N	loadings	have	experienced	harmful	algal	blooms.		
	
Yesterday:	I	gave	several	examples	of	communities	that	had	dramatically	reduced	
nitrogen	to	their	bays	yet	continued	to	have	HABs	and	lost	their	shellfish	
populations.		I	referred	to	The	Great	South	Bay,	Peconic	Bay	and	Sarasota	Bay.	A	
later	speaker	countered	that	Tampa	Bay	in	Florida	had	reduced	its	N	loading	and	its	
HABs.	The	SWP	even	cites	Tampa	Bay	as	a	restoration	example.	However	in	July	of	
this	year,	Tampa	Bay	closed	down	it	beaches	because	of	a	major	HAB	and	massive	
fish	kills.	
	
Suffolk	County	has	lost	95%	of	the	shellfish	that	once	filtered	our	bays	of	algae	and	
we	are	now	the	international	epicenter	of	harmful	algal	blooms.	Every	estuary	
management	program	acknowledges	that	nitrogen	is	an	essential	nutrient	for	
healthy	ecosystems	but	because	we	have	not	decided	what	we	want	our	bays	to	be,	
it	is	impossible	to	calculate	the	appropriate	N	loadings.		
	



It	is	time	to	step	back	from	the	overwhelming	details	and	assumptions	that	make	up	
the	SWP	and	look	at	our	Bays.	Harmful	algae	should	be	a	bit	player	in	the	algal	
community	but	our	current	management	policies	have	clearly	promoted	the	harmful	
algae	to	a	position	of	dominance.	We	should	be	looking	to	nurture	our	bays,	not	
starve	them.	
	
Roger	C.	Tollefsen	
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Royal Reynolds <rrvreynolds@optonline.net>
Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 8:02 PM
To: Zegel, Ken
Cc: Roger Tollefsen; Pete Akras; Andrea Spilka
Subject: DGEIS Comments 
Attachments: SWP DGEIS Draft Comments 9-04-19L.pdf; SWP DGEIS comments Addendum 

9-13-19.pdf

 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

Ken,  
 
Please find attached our comments on the DGEIS for the SWP.   The first document, containing our initial 
comments,  was submitted at the CEQ hearing on September 5, 2019 and now has been linked to an 
Addendum.  This electronic copy should be used in lieu of the hardcopy that was submitted at the CEQ hearing, 
although for all practical purposes they are the same. The second document is the Addendum  prepared on 
September 13, 2019.   
 
If you have any questions concerning this, please feel free to contact me.  We would appreciate confirmation 
that these documents have been received.  We assume the comments will go to the CEQ through you. 
 
Roy Reynolds 
631 8851926 
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A	Review	of	the	Dra3	Generic	Environmental	Impact	Statement	for	

the	Suffolk	County	Subwatersheds	Wastewater	Plan	
Suffolk	County	Wastewater	Management	Program	for	the	ReducEon	of	Nitrogen	

Loading	from	Wastewater	Sources	
Phase	1	-Comments	
September	4,	2019	

Prepared:	September	13,	2019	
																										Addendum		 	

“Branding	nitrogen	as	the	cause	of	harmful	algae	blooms	is	like	stating		
oxygen	is	the	cause	of	forest	7ires.”		

The	SWP	fails	to	differentiate	between	bene7icial	and	harmful	algae	blooms	and		
the	trophic	states	that	likely	cause	them.	

Is	spending	4	billion	dollars	to	reduce	nitrogen	really	going	to	solve	the	problems									
or	create	new	ones?			

SWP	Review	Group:	
Peter	Akras	PE,	MSPH	
Jack	Ma=ce	PHD	
Robert	Nuzzi	PHD	
Royal	Reynolds	PE	
John	T.	Tanacredi	PHD	
Roger	C.	Tollefsen	B.Ch.E.	
MarMn	Trent	
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Electronic	Copy	available	at:	hPp://Mny.cc/SWPaddendum	
Original	Report	at:	hPp://Mny.cc/SWPreview	
Contact	Persons:		 	 					
Concerning	Wastewater	Management	(sewage	disposal)	
	 	 				Royal	Reynolds		
	 	 				rrvreynolds@optonline.net	
	 	 				631	885-1926	
Concerning	Impact	on	estuaries	(HABs,	Shellfish,	etc.)	
	 	 				Roger	Tollefsen	
	 	 				nyseafood@msn.com	
	 	 				631	740-0381	
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ADDENDUM	to	Phase	1	-	Comments	dated	September	4,	2019	
This	document	is	a	continuation	of	the	September	4,	2019	report,	which	had	been	prepared	
with	the	purpose	of	reviewing	the	Subwatershed	Wastewater	Plan	(SWP)	and	Draft	Generic	
Environmental	Impact	Statement	(DGEIS).		Following	the	Council	on	Environmental	Quality	
(CEQ)	hearings	held	on	September	5	and	6,	2019;	we	have	additional	comments,	based	on	
both	the	hearing	and	the	DGEIS.			

The	CEQ	Hearings	
At	the	hearings	testimony	was	given	by	those	supporting	the	SWP	(the	Plan);	with	very	
little	if	any	constructive	criticism.		A	common	theme	was	that	the	SWP	was	“based	on	good	
science”	 and	 it	 must	 be	 approved	 (with	 no	 substantive	 changes).	 	 On	 the	 other	 hand,	
residents	and	real	estate	representatives	were	concerned	by	their	perceived	inability	to	
market	homes	that	would	be	required	to	spend	anywhere	from	$20,000	to	$40,000,	before	
they	could	sell	homes;	or	if	their	existing	septic	systems	failed.		The	construction	industry	
welcomed	 the	 sewering	 aspect	 of	 the	 SWP,	which	 they	 perceived	 as	 creating	more	work	
(proVits)	 for	 them	 and	 allowing	 them	 to	 build	more	 intense	 developments,	 such	 as	 high	
density	 condominiums	 or	 apartments.	 	Our	 testimony	 and	 comments	 focused	 on	 the	
Vlaws	 of	 the	 DGEIS	 and	 the	 SWP	 and	 the	 negative	 impacts	 that	 would	 occur,	 if	 the	 SWP	
(Proposed	Action)	was	put	into	motion.		We	also	described	actions	that	needed	to	be	taken	
to	prevent	negative	results	and	maintain	a	sustainable	water	resource.	

Attached	as	Appendix	A	are	the	comments	made	by	members	of	our	group	at	the	public	
hearings,	 which	 we	 attended	 both	 nights	 (some	 variation	 may	 have	 occurred	 during	
presentations).			

Additional	comments	and	questions	pertaining	to	the	DGEIS	and	SWP	

Nitrogen	loading	assumpEons	are	sEll	in	quesEon	
In	 respect	 to	 the	 assumptions	 in	 the	 SWP	 and	 DGEIS,	 concerning	 nitrogen	 loading	 from	
Onsite	Sewage	Disposal	Systems	(OSDS),	it	does	not	appear	that	the	Plan	provide	sufVicient	
reports,	studies	or	data	to	provide	a	baseline	to	determine	nitrogen	loading	reductions	to	
ground	and	surface	waters.	 	 In	 the	course	of	 this	 review,	we	will	be	 requesting	access	 to	
certain	references	or	studies;	it	would	be	helpful	and	save	time	if	the	County	would	supply	
links	to	those	documents,	similar	to	what	we	did	in	our	comments.	 	Based	upon	the	DGEIS	
and	SWP	the	following	questions	and	comments	are	raised:	

Did	Suffolk	County	conduct	or	was	it	involved	with	any	studies	that	investigated	the	
sewage	plumes	from	existing	cesspools	or	OSDSs	on	the	south	shore	of	Long	Island	or	
the	 barrier	 beaches?	 	 Especially,	 in	 respect	 to	 naturally	 occurring	 denitriVication	 and	
reductions	 of	 other	 constituents	 of	wastewater.	 	Did	 the	County	 take	or	have	 samples	
taken	of	the	treated	efGluent	from	the	unsaturated	zones	below	the	leaching	rings	or	
Gields?		If	so,	what	results	were	obtained?		Please	supply	speciVic	references	(studies	and	
reports)	and	pertinent	pages.			
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Statement	(ES-7):	…	a	properly	designed	OSDS	provides	partial	removal	of	BOD	and	solids,	it	
provides	minimal	nitrogen	removal.		

Comment:	 What	 is	 the	 basis	 for	 this	 statement?	 	 Has	 Suffolk	 County	 conducted	 or	
participated	 in	any	 investigations	 (studies	or	 reports)	 that	 investigated	 the	 sewage	
plumes	 from	 existing	 conventional	 sewage	 disposal	 systems	 (OSDSs)	 that	 supports	
this	statement?	 	 	 If	so,	does	the	SWP	supply	any	empirical	data	to	support	the	degree	of	
removal	of	BOD,	COD	or	other	constituents	of	sewage	mentioned?			

As	part	of	the	SWP	has	Suffolk	County	conducted	or	participated	in	any	investigations	
(studies	or	reports)	that	investigated	the	sewage	plumes	from	existing	conventional	
sewage	 disposal	 systems	 (OSDSs),	 which	 used	 leaching	 rings	 as	 the	 means	 to	
discharge	wastewater,	 anywhere	 in	 Suffolk	 County?	 Especially,	 in	 respect	 to	 naturally	
occurring	 denitriVication	 and	 reductions	 of	 other	 constituents	 of	 wastewater.	 	 Did	 the	
County	take	or	have	taken	samples	of	the	treated	efGluent	from	the	unsaturated	zones	
below	 the	 leaching	rings?	 	 If	 so,	what	 results	were	obtained?	 	 Please	 supply	 speciVic	
references	(studies	and	reports)	and	pertinent	pages.			
As	part	of	the	SWP	has	Suffolk	County	used	any	information	from	studies	or	reports	
conducted	 by	 Stony	 Brook	 University	 that	 tracks	 wastewater	 plumes	 from	 OSDSs	
here	 in	Suffolk	County?	 	Especially,	 in	 respect	 to	naturally	occurring	denitriVication	and	
reductions	of	other	constituents	of	wastewater.	If	so,	what	results	were	obtained?		Please	
supply	speciVic	references	(studies	and	reports)	and	pertinent	pages.			
What	 investigations	 (reports	 or	 studies)	 did	 the	 SWP	 depend	 on	 to	 support	
decreasing	 the	 nitrogen	 loading	 reductions	 from	 66%	 to	 27%	 (between	 2016	 and	
2019)?	 	 Please	 indicate	 determinations	 zone	 by	 zone	 (e.g.,	 septic	 tank,	 wastewater	
interface,	 unsaturated	 soil,	 riparian	 zone,	 etc.)	 	 If	 investigations	 were	 conducted,	 please	
supply	speciVic	references	(reports	and	studies)	and	pertinent	pages.			
As	part	of	the	SWP	has	Suffolk	County	conducted	or	participated	in	any	investigations	
(studies	or	reports)	to	support	decreasing	the	nitrogen	loading	reductions	from	66%	
to	 27%	 (between	 2016	 and	 2019)?	 	 If	 investigations	 were	 conducted,	 please	 supply	
speciVic	references	(reports	and	studies)	and	pertinent	pages.	

Depiction	of	Conventional	Sewage	Disposal	Systems	is	misleading	
The	following	Figure,	“1972	Residential	Onsites-Changes”,	which	has	been	presented	at	the	
September	 5th	 and	 6th	 hearings	 by	 SCDHS	 and	 circulated	 with	 the	 DGEIS,	 indicates	
“Marginal	 TN	 Removal”.	 What	 is	 meant	 by	 the	 term	 “Marginal	 TN	 Removal”;	
quantitatively?	 	What	 percent	 of	 total	 nitrogen	 removal	 does	 this	 term	 represent?		
What	studies	have	been	done	in	Suffolk	County	to	show	the	levels	of	denitriGication	
described?	 	 If	 investigations	were	 conducted,	 what	 results	were	 obtained?	 	 Please	
supply	speciVic	references	(studies	and	reports)	and	pertinent	pages.			
Furthermore,	 the	diagram	indicates	the	TN	inVluent	 is	between	60	and	80mg/l.	 	Isn’t	the	
average	wastewater	efGluent	in	Suffolk	accepted	as	60mg/l?		If	the	average	is	60	mg/l	
how	can	the	range	be	60	to	80mg/l?		Isn’t	this	number	inGlated?		If	so,	why?		
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As	 part	 of	 the	 SWP	 has	 Suffolk	 County	 done	 or	 participated	 in	 any	 investigations	
(studies	 or	 reports)	 in	 Suffolk	 County	 to	 determine	 naturally	 occurring	
denitriGication	along	the	shorelines	of	the	southern	bays	and	estuaries?	Has	the	SWP	
checked	for	the	existence	of	black	peat	(bog)	in	the	riparian	and	shoreline	areas	that	would	
be	conducive	to	naturally	occurring	denitriVication?	 	Has	the	SWP	checked	these	areas	for	
conditions	 that	would	promote	natural	 denitriVication	 such	 as	 low	Dissolved	Oxygen	 and	
Dissolved	 Organic	 Carbon?	 If	 so,	 what	 results	 were	 obtained?	 	 Please	 supply	 speciVic	
references	(studies	and	reports)	and	pertinent	pages.			

Has	 the	 SWP	 done	 any	 investigations	 (studies	 or	 reports)	 in	 Suffolk	 County	 to	
conGirm	 naturally	 occurring	 denitriGication	 in	 the	 hyporheic	 zone	 along	 the	 south	
shore	 of	 Long	 Island,	 estuaries	 or	 the	 barrier	 beaches?	 	 If	 so,	 what	 results	 were	
obtained?		Please	supply	speciVic	references	(studies	and	reports)	and	pertinent	pages.		

Until	all	the	questions	raised	are	satisfactorily	answered,	the	SWP	should	be	
considered	incomplete	and	should	not	be	approved.	

The	SWP	fails	to	differenEate	between	beneficial	and	harmful	algae	blooms	and	
the	trophic	states	that	likely	cause	them.	
The	 relative	 amount	of	nutrient	 loading	 in	 a	water	body	 is	 referred	 to	 as	 a	 trophic	 state.			
Before	the	proposed	SWP	marine	Nitrogen	reduction	efforts	begin	(Proposed	Action),	it	is	
necessary	 to	 determine	 the	 trophic	 state	 of	 the	water	 bodies	 involved.	 	 Some	 bodies	 of	
water	are	considered	to	be	Eutrophic	and	others	Oligotrophic.		Eutrophic	means	having	the	
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highest	 amount	 of	 biological	 activity	 or	 a	 body	 of	 water	 with	 high	 nutrient	 levels.	
Oligotrophic	means	having	the	least	amount	of	biological	productivity	or	a	body	of	water	
with	low	nutrient	levels.		Before	moving	forward,	the	SWP	must	clearly	identify	the	trophic	
state	of	each	water	body	and	tailor	the	actions	accordingly.	

The	SWP	fails	to	differentiate	between	beneVicial	and	harmful	algae	blooms,	which	can	lead	
to	 confusion	 in	determining	water	body	needs.	 	 	 	 In	describing	blooms,	 the	 SWP	should	
refer	 to	 either	 a	 “bloom	 of	 beneVicial	 algae”	 (BBA)	 or	 a	 “bloom	 of	 harmful	 algae”	 (BHA).		
Categorizing	 all	 “Blooms”	 as	 harmful	 algae	 blooms	 (HABS)	 is	misleading.	 	 	 A	 distinction	
must	 be	made	 between	 the	 algae	 that	 form	 the	 base	 of	 a	 productive	 estuary	 (beneGicial	
algae)	and	those	algae	that	are	toxic	or	cause	harm	just	by	their	presence	(harmful	algae).		
While	a	bloom	of	beneGicial	algae	can	be	caused	by	excessive	nutrients	or	eutrophication,	
a	 bloom	 of	 harmful	 algae	 is	 associated	with	 low	 levels	 of	 nutrients	 or	 oligotrophication.		
Labeling	 both	 types	 of	 blooms	 as	 Harmful	 Algal	 Bloom	 or	 HABs	 fails	 to	 differentiate	
between	the	good	blooms	and	bad	blooms	and	can	be	misleading.			The	practice	of	using	the	
term	HAB	causes	confusion	and	is	misleading.		

The	 success	 story	 of	 the	 Long	 Island	 Sound's	 (LIS)	 nitrogen	 reduction	 efforts	 is	 an	
important	 example	of	 a	BBA	 (bloom	of	beneVicial	 algae).	The	Long	 Island	Sound	had	 low	
dissolved	oxygen	caused	by	the	decay	of	excessive	algae;	this	was	due	to	a	massive	excess	of	
nutrients.	 Every	 environmental	 group	 understands	 this	 concept	 and	 touts	 this	 as	 an	
example	for	what	is	going	on	in	Suffolk	County.	 	However	harmful	algae	did	NOT	dominate	
the	"classic"	bloom	in	the	LIS.	This	is	consistent	with	Vindings	that	BHAs	(blooms	of	harmful	
algae)	 are	only	 associated	with	marine	water	bodies	 that	have	 low	nitrogen	 loadings	not	
high.			

The	SWP	should	discontinue	the	use	of	the	term	HAB	and	use	the	more	appropriate	
terms	 “Bloom	 of	 BeneVicial	 Algae”	 (BBA)	 or	 a	 “Bloom	 of	 Harmful	 Algae”	 (BHA)	 to	
determine	water	body	needs	and	actions.	

Higher	nutrient	levels	can	be	beneficial	to	shellfish	
As	previously	discussed,	shellGish	need	sufGicient	nutrients	to	survive.		The	vast	majority	
of	Peconic	Bay	is	made	up	of	the	Great	and	Little	Peconic	Bays.	 	Collectively,	these	waters	
have	been	referred	to	as	 the	“oligotrophic	end	of	 the	estuary”.	 (Gobler	C.J.	et	al	2009).	 	As	
such,	 these	 areas	 of	 the	 Peconic	 Bay	 have	 low	Nitrogen	 loadings,	which	may	 favor	 small	
phytoplankton	cells	(such	as	harmful	algae).		The	report	found	that	“High	levels	of	inorganic	
nutrients	 favor	 larger	phytoplankton	cells,	 such	as	diatoms	and	prymnesiophytes,	which	are	
generally	 considered	 a	 good	 source	 of	 nutrition	 for	 bivalves”.	 “Reviews	 have	 raised	 the	
possibility	 of	 beneAicial	 nutrient	 loading	 under	 some	 conditions	 for	 some	 species	 (Nixon	 &	
Buckley	2002,	Carmichael	et	al.	2004)”.	(Gobler,	C.J.,	Bradley	B.J.	&	Wall	C.C.	2009)	

Suffolk	 County	 Bays	 have	 lost	 90%	 of	 their	 shellGish.	 These	 shellVish	 could	 play	 an	
important	part	in	the	Viltration	of	our	waters;	and	shellVish	clearly	require	nitrogen	to	grow.	
But	 the	 Subwatershed	Wastewater	 Plan	 (SWP)	 speciVically	 does	 not	 consider	 shellVish	 in	
their	Nitrogen	loading	calculations.	The	SWP	states	that	not	enough	data	was	available	to	
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consider	 shellVish	 in	 the	 load	 reduction	 rankings	 and	 ignores	 the	 signiVicant	 impact	 that	
shellVish	 clearly	 have	 on	 our	 bays.	 	 This	 will	 likely	 result	 in	 a	 negative	 impact	 on	 the	
shellVish	industry.	

Why	 hasn’t	 the	 SWP	 considered	 the	 possibility	 that	 nutrient	 loading	 may	 be	
beneGicial	to	shellGish	and	that	shellGish	play	a	valuable	role	in	algal	control?		

Do	 the	 Nitrogen	 reduction	 goals	 consider	 the	 nutritional	 needs	 of	 shellGish	 and	
GinGish?	If	so,	how	was	the	Nitrogen	loading	goal	calculated?	

The	SWP	Strategy	 is	 to	 starve	harmful	algae,	but	what	about	 the	rest	of	
the	ecosystem?	
Our	 bays	 are	 complex	 ecosystems	 and	 the	 interactions	 of	 many	 variables	 must	 be	
considered.	The	Subwatershed	Wastewater	Plan’s	(SWP’s)	nitrogen	reduction	strategy	is	to	
simply	starve	the	harmful	algae.	The	SWP	has	made	the	gross	assumption	that	doing	so	will	
only	 produce	 a	 positive	 result	 and	 will	 not	 negatively	 affect	 the	 rest	 of	 the	 ecosystem.	
Principles	 of	 Ecosystem-based	management	warn	 against	 targeting	 a	 single	 variable;	 the	
SWP	ignores	the	caution.		

How	has	the	SWP	determined	that	it	is	possible	to	starve	harmful	algae	of	nitrogen	
without	negatively	affecting	the	rest	of	the	ecosystem?	

The	SWP	implies	that	groundwater	nitrogen	is	the	cause	of	fish	kills.	
Over	the	past	several	decades,	 there	have	been	only	a	 few	documented	Vish	kills	and	they	
have	all	 involved	Menhaden	or	bunker.	 	 In	one	case,	a	massive	school	of	over	one	million	
bunker	was	 trapped	when	 the	 Locks	 at	 the	 Shinnecock	 Canal	were	 closed.	 In	 another,	 a	
school	of	marauding	blueVish	cornered	the	bunker	in	the	Peconic	River.	 	This	Vish	kill	was	
investigated	 by	 the	 Suffolk	 County	 Department	 of	 Health	 Services	 (SCDHS),	 which	
concluded:	 “The	 primary	 cause	 of	 the	 Aish	 kills	 in	 the	 Peconic	 River	was	 asphyxiation,	 as	 a	
large	school	of	menhaden,	trapped	in	the	river	by	predator	blueAish,	consumed	what	was	left	
of	an	already	diminished	oxygen	supply.”			This	coupled	with	a	July	30,	2015	letter	from	John	
Tanacredi	helps	explain	the	Vish	kill	phenomena	that	occurs	in	the	estuaries.	[	See	Fish	Kill	
Report	&	Tanacredi	Letter]		
Furthermore,	 	 on	 September	 5thy,	 2019,	 	 Newsday	 reported	 schools	 of	 juvenile	 bunker	
became	cornered	in	the	end	of	a	canal	and	suffocated.	The	SWP	associates	these	Vish	kills	
with	excess	nitrogen	from	ground	water	contributing	to	low	levels	of	dissolved	oxygen	due	
to	algal	die-off.		However,	there	were	simply	too	many	Vish	in	a	closed	area.			
It	is	improbable	that	nitrogen	is	the	cause	of	these	types	of	Gish	kills	and	this	should	
be	emphasized	in	the	SWP.	

Shellfish	areas	are	not	rouEnely	closed	due	to	sepEc	systems.	
The	NYS	Department	of	Conservation	(DEC)	is	responsible	to	determine	what	water	bodies	
can	be	opened	to	the	harvest	of	shellVish.	The	DEC	routinely	preemptively	closes	some	areas	
due	 to	 their	 proximity	 to	marinas,	 large	 boating	 events	 and	 after	major	 rain	 events.	 The	
DEC	has	also	stated	that	birds	have	a	major	impact	on	the	pathogens	we	Vind	in	our	waters.	
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Despite	this,	the	SWP	states	that	pathogens	from	septic	systems	may	Vind	their	way	into	our	
surface	waters.	However	as	also	mentioned	in	the	SWP,	human	related	pathogens	found	in	
surface	waters	are	more	 likely	due	to	boat	discharges	or	sewage	treatment	plant	outfalls.		
As	previously	discussed	in	this	review,	the	effects	from	septic	system	pathogens	are	highly	
improbable	and	this	should	be	emphasized	in	the	SWP.	

Some	water	quality	issues	can	be	handled	locally	
Every	Suffolk	citizen	has	an	interest	 in	drinking	water	and	the	health	of	our	bays;	but	the	
nutrient	concerns	in	fresh	water	lakes	and	ponds	are	predominately	local	problems	caused	
by	 residents	 situated	 immediately	 around	 the	 these	water	 bodies.	Much	media	 attention	
has	been	given	to	the	dog	that	died	seven	years	ago	because	it	drank	water	from	Georgica	
Pond;	but	this	pond	is	inaccessible	to	the	general	Public	and	septic	upgrades	to	the	rest	of	
Suffolk	County	will	not	affect	this	local	problem.	 	Georgica	Pond	is	exclusively	surrounded	
by	some	of	the	most	expensive	real	estate	 in	the	country.	Residents	around	this	Pond	can	
reduce	nutrients	by	reducing	fertilizers,	creating	natural	buffers	and	upgrading	their	own	
septic	 systems	using	 existing	 technology.	Why	are	 Suffolk	 citizens	being	 asked	 to	pay	 for	
this	local	issue?	

Why	 aren’t	 the	 nutrient	 load	 issues	 associated	with	 fresh	water	 lakes	 and	 ponds	
resolved	with	local	remediation	using	existing	technologies	and	the	use	of	reduced	
fertilizers?	

Oligotrophic	condiEons	may	favor	harmful	algae	
The	Brown	Tide	has	been	shown	to	have	a	competitive	advantage	over	other	algae	when	
nitrogen	 levels	 are	 low.	 Only	 those	 estuaries	 that	 have	 low	 nitrogen	 loadings	 have	 had	
Blooms	of	Harmful	Algae	(note	BHA).		

Has	 the	 SWP	 researched	 the	 association	 of	 low	 Nitrogen	 loadings	 to	 Blooms	 of	
Harmful	 Algae	 (BHA)	 and	 considered	 the	 possibility	 that	 Nitrogen	 reduction	 to	
estuaries	that	already	have	low	nNitrogen	loadings	may	likely	result	in	more	BHA?		

4.0	Predicted	Benefits	of	SWP	ImplementaEon	
Statement:	The	direct	 and	 indirect	 impacts	 of	 excess	nitrogen	 loading	 to	 our	groundwater	
and	surface	waters	have	taken	a	toll	on	our	water	quality,	economy	and	resiliency	to	storms.	

Comment:	 The	 key	 words	 in	 this	 statement	 is	 “excess	 nitrogen	 loading”.	 	 Since	 the	
existence	of	excess	nitrogen	 loading	has	not	been	scientiVically	established	 in	the	SWP;	to	
say	that	it	is	the	cause	of	all	these	these	harmful	effects	is	unsubstantiated.		We	established		
(pages	6-9	of	 initial	 comments)	 that	 the	nitrogen	 loading	calculations	and	 impacts	are	 in	
question,	as	is	the	purported	state	of	excess	nitrogen	here	in	Suffolk	County.	 	 	If	the	SWP	is	
referring	 to	 harmful	 algae	 blooms	 as	 impacts,	 then	 nitrogen	 (DIN)	 levels	 here	 in	 Suffolk	
County	have	not	been	proven	to	be	the	cause.		If	the	SWP	is	referring	to	wetlands	loss	as	an	
impact,	 then	nitrogen	(DIN)	 levels	here	 in	Suffolk	County	have	not	been	proven	to	be	 the	
cause	of	such	 losses.	 	 If	nitrogen	 is	not	causing	harmful	algae	blooms,	 then	where	 is	 the	
economic	loss	due	to	excess	nitrogen?	
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What	are	the	examples	of	the	“toll”	on	water	quality?	(Remember,	the	93%	increase	in	
Magothy	nitrogen	is	only	a	 .85mg/l	increase	over	26	years.)	 	 	What	are	examples	of	the	
“toll”	on	the	economy?	(Remember,	the	clam	population	did	not	decline	because	of	excess	
nitrogen;	 rather	 likely,	 due	 to	 a	 lack	 thereof.)	 	What	 are	 the	 examples	here	 in	 Suffolk	
County	 of	 the	 “toll”	 on	 resiliency?	 (Remember,	 the	 Southwest	 Sewer	 District	 has	 been	
sewered	over	35	years	and	reducing	nitrogen	did	not	prevent	damage	to	that	area	during	
Hurricane	Sandy.)	What	is	the	basis	for	this	statement,	here	in	Suffolk	County?	

Requiring	sewers	and	advanced	treatment	systems	on	Fire	Island-	QuesEonable	
As	 a	 priority	 1	 area,	 the	 SWP	 will	 require	 STPs	 and	 advanced	 wastewater	 treatment	
systems	 to	 be	 installed	 on	 Fire	 Island;	 however,	 work	 done	 by	 Stony	 Brook	 University	
indicates	that	naturally	occurring	denitriVication	may	negate	the	need	for	treatment	beyond	
that	of	a	conventional	sewage	disposal	system	(OSDS).	 	As	discussed	in	our	comments	and	
reports	 (Eastern	 Bays	 Report	 Review]	 and	 Policy	 Report)	 there	 is	 evidence	 that	 naturally	
occurring	denitriVication	of	septic	system	efVluent	occurs	in	the	riparian	zones	in	the	Great	
South	 Bay	 and	 other	 estuaries.	 	 The	 Young	 and	 Liu	 study	 [Young	 Report]	 highlight	 this	
phenomenon,	 showing	 practically	 complete	 denitriVication	 prior	 to	 the	 efVluent	 plume	
reaching	surface	waters.			

Did	 the	 SWP	 take	 this	 study	 into	 account	 in	 its	 decision	making	 process?	 	 If	 so,	
where	is	this	indicated	in	the	report?	

If	 not,	 why	 has	 the	 SWP	 not	 taken	 the	 Young	 and	 Liu	 Study	 into	 account	 in	 the	
decision	making	process,	which	includes	nitrogen	removal	on	Fire	Island?			

1.1.6.4.4	Revision	to	Leaching	AlternaEves	
Statement:	While	 leaching	 pools	 are	 an	 efAicient	means	 of	 recharging	 efAluent	wastewater	
into	 the	aquifer,	 they	provide	 little,	 if	any,	 treatment	beneAit	 for	nitrogen	removal	and	other	
contaminants	such	as	CECs.	

Comment:	This	 statement	 indicates	 that	 leaching	 pools	 “provide	 little,	 if	 any,	 treatment	
beneAit	for	nitrogen	removal	and	other	contaminants	such	as	CECs.”	 	As	previously	discussed	
the	conventional	sewage	disposal	systems	do	provide	treatment.	 	If	the	County	is	going	to	
continue	to	make	such	statements,	 it	should	provide	empirical	evidence	to	back	them	up.		
Once	again	the	question	is	raised:	As	part	of	the	SWP	has	Suffolk	County	conducted	or	
participated	 in	any	 investigations	 (studies	or	 reports)	 that	 investigated	 the	 sewage	
plumes	 from	 existing	 conventional	 sewage	 disposal	 systems	 (OSDSs),	 which	 used	
leaching	 rings	 as	 the	means	 to	 discharge	wastewater,	 anywhere	 in	 Suffolk	 County?		
Especially	regarding	“nitrogen	removal	and	other	contaminants	such	as	CECs.”	

If	investigations	were	conducted,	what	results	were	obtained?	 	Please	supply	speciVic	
references	(studies	and	reports)	and	pertinent	pages.		
Furthermore,	 based	upon	 this	premise	 that	 leaching	pools	 provide	 little,	 if	 any,	 treatment,	
the	 County	 is	 now	 promoting	 pressurized	 leaching	 systems,	 based	 upon	 the	
unsubstantiated	theory	that	they	provide	more	and	better	treatment.			Without	a	baseline	
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of	treatment	 for	 the	conventional	systems,	 the	County	should	not	make	this	assumption.		
In	 fact,	 by	 moving	 to	 pressurized	 systems	 the	 county	 may	 be	 diminishing	 the	 leaching	
abilities	of	disposal	systems.	 	From	a	practical	standpoint,	 the	hydraulics	of	 the	system	is	
the	most	important	aspect	to	the	homeowner,	who	does	not	want	a	backup	into	his	or	her	
home.	 	 Leaching	 pools	 can	 provide	 hydraulic	 heads	 equivalent	 to	 pressurized	 systems	
without	 the	 need	 for	 pumps.	 	 The	 County	 will	 only	 be	 creating	 more	 problems	 for	
homeowners	by	requiring	such	systems.		This	is	a	negative	impact.	
Statement:	The	use	of	alternative	leaching	technologies	have	several	potential	beneAits	when	
compared	 to	 traditional	 leaching	 pools	 under	 certain	 site	 conditions.	 Potential	 beneAits	 of	
alternate	leaching	technologies	include:		

• Up	 to	 an	 additional	 30	 percent	 reduction	 in	 denitriAication	 using	 gravity-based	
alternate	leaching	methods	such	as	gravelless	chambers	and	gravelless	geotextile	sand	
Ailters	in	silty	and	loamy	soils;		

• Up	to	an	additional	50	percent	reduction	in	denitriAication	using	PSDs;		
• Removal	 of	 phosphorus	 (“Nitrogen	 and	 Phosphorus	 Treatment	 and	 Leaching	 from	

Shallow	 
Narrow	DrainAield”,	Holden	et	al);		

• Degradation	 of	 CECs	 that	 are	 capable	 of	 breaking	 down	 biologically	 (http://
1o44jeda9yq37r1n61vqlgly.wpengine.netdna-cdn.com/wp-	 content/uploads/2019/04/
Heufelder_CEC.pdf);	and,		

• More	 cost	 effective	 in	 locations	with	 shallow	groundwater	where	 retaining	walls	may	
otherwise	be	required.	

Comment:	 	 This	 section	 indicates	 that	 there	 are	 treatment	 beneVits	 related	 to	 using	
alternative	systems	over	conventional	systems;	however,	the	basis	for	making	these	claims	
is	dubious.	 	The	one	“link”	in	the	statement,	supposedly	backing	the	claim	that	alternative	
systems	 remove	 CEC’s	 better	 than	 conventional	 systems,	 is	 just	 a	 slide	 show	 and	 not	 a	
published	 study.	 	 However,	 it	 does	 state	 “reasons	why	 the	 onsite	 sepMc	 system	may	 be	 an	
efficient,	sustainable	way	to	treat	for	CEC	and	offer	bePer	treatments	than	centralized	systems.”	
but	 does	 not	 differenMate	 convenMonal	 systems	 as	 being	 less	 beneficial.	 	 Furthermore,	 the	
study	 referenced	 above,	 “Nitrogen	 and	 Phosphorus	 Treatment	 and	 Leaching	 from	 Shallow	
Narrow	 DrainAield”,	 Holden	 et	 al.,	 involves	 a	 drainVield	 and	 performed	 no	 comparison	 to	
conventional	 systems	 (leaching	 pools).	 	 How	 does	 the	 SWP	 relate	 this	 to	 conventional	
sewage	disposal	systems?	 	No	comparison	data	 is	given	for	 leaching	pools	here	 in	Suffolk	
County.	 	 Once	 again	 the	 question	 is	 raised:	 As	 part	 of	 the	 SWP	 has	 Suffolk	 County	
conducted	or	participated	in	any	investigations	(studies	or	reports)	that	investigated	
the	 sewage	 plumes	 from	 existing	 conventional	 sewage	 disposal	 systems	 (OSDSs),	
which	used	leaching	rings	as	the	means	to	discharge	wastewater,	anywhere	in	Suffolk	
County?		Especially	regarding	“nitrogen	removal	and	other	contaminants	such	as	CECs.” 

Unless	the	statements	 in	this	section	are	conGirmed,	 it	should	be	removed	from	the	
SWP.		This	is	an	example	of	the	poor	scientiGic	methodology	of	the	SWP.	
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1.1.6.4.5	Suffolk	County	and	New	York	State	SepEc	Improvement	Program		
This	Suffolk	County	Septic	 Improvement	Program	(SIP),	 is	 a	 grant	 and	 loan	 incentive	
program	for	 I/A	OWTS;	but	 it	does	not	provide	any	 incentive	 for	existing	homeowners	to	
upgrade	 their	 existing	 systems	 to	 conventional	 standards.	 	 The	 conventional	 systems,	 as	
previously	discussed,	provide	beneVits	over	advanced	systems	and	sewers,	and	are	the	most	
cost-effective.			The	maintenance	and	costs	associated	with	advanced	systems	will	be	have	a	
negative	impact	on	homeowners.	

8.4.4.2	 Summary	 of	 CEC	 Treatment	 Performance	 with	 Onsite	 Wastewater	
Management	
Statement:	 This	 literature	 review	 provides	 a	 summary	 of	 available	 information	 on	 the	
performance	 of	 various	 OWTSs	with	 respect	 to	 CEC	 removal	 efAiciency	 and	 transformation.	
Table	8-19	summarizes	broad	conclusions	with	respect	to	OWTSs	and	CEC	removal.	

Comment:	The	table	(8-19)	indicates	“citations”	(references)	for	the	“study	Conclusions	with	
Respect	to	CEC	Removal	&	Treatment	in	OWTS”,	however,	it	does	not	give	sufficient	informaMon	
for	 us	 to	 find	 the	 references	 and	 verify	 the	 conclusions.	 	 If	 not	 already	 contained	 in	 the	
references,	then	they	should	be	and	be	made	available	through	links	where	possible.		UnEl	such	
Eme	the	SWP	should	be	considered	incomplete	and	should	not	be	approved.

“Branding	nitrogen	as	the	cause	of	harmful	algae	blooms	is	like	stating	oxygen	is	the	
cause	of	forest	Gires.”	 	Both	are	necessary	components	for	the	events	to	occur,	but	neither	
cause	the	event.	 	Obviously,	if	we	could	remove	all	the	oxygen	from	the	air,	Vires	could	not	
occur;	but	then	most	living	things	would	die.	 	The	same	is	true	for	removing	nitrogen	from	
the	surface	waters;	HABS	could	not	occur,	but	most	of	the	ecosystem	would	die,	 including	
bad	and	good	algae.	 	 	The	latter	is	what	the	SWP	proposes	to	do;	and	hopefully	it	does	not	
succeed.	

Is	spending	4	billion	dollars	to	reduce	nitrogen	really	going	to	solve	these	perceived	
problems	or	create	more?		

References	
See	September	4,	2019	Report	and	the	links	in	this	Report	for	other	references	

Gobler,	C.J.,	Bradley	B.J.	&	Wall	C.C.	2009,	Assessment	of	the	impact	of	Nutrient	loading,	
bivalve	Ailtration	and	phytoplankton	communities	on	estuarine	resources.	Final	Report	to	the	
Nature	Conservancy.			

Appendix	A	
Tollefsen	Comments	

Akras	Comments	(NA):	

Reynolds	Comments	5th	

Reynolds	Comments	6th	
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Appendix	B	–	Selected	Sampling	StaEons	in	the	Great	South	Bay	(190	&	270)	
	 	 	 	 	 and	Moriches	Bay	(170)

StaEon	270

StaEon	170

StaEon	190

The	graphs	shown	above	demonstrate	the	effect	of	choosing	different	time	periods	of	
data	to	express	different	trends.		In	this	case	the	SWP	chose	a	ten	year	period	between	
2006	and	2016	(shown	as	a	red	dashed	line)	and	calculated	an	upward	trend	in	nitrogen	
concentrations.		Using	a	40	year	period,	the	trend	is	downward	(black	dashed	line).



Council	on	Environmental	Quality	(CEQ)	 	 	 	 	 October	12,	2019	
Lawrence	Swanson,	Chairman	
H.	Lee	Dennison	Building	
Hauppauge,	NY	11788	

Re:		Comments	on	the	Draft	Generic	Environmental	Impact	Statement	(DGEIS)	for	the					 	
								Subwatershed	Wastewater	Plan	(SWP)	

Dear	Mr.	Swanson	and	Council	Members:	

On	behalf	of	our	Group,	I	would	like	to	take	this	opportunity	to	thank	the	CEQ	for	its	efforts	
in	reviewing	the	DGEIS	and	the	SWP.		In	our	September	4,	2019	DGEIS	Comment	Report	,we	
brought	to	your	attention	fundamental	Ulaws	in	the	DGEIS	and	SWP;	and	we	would	like	to	
ensure	that	our	concerns	are	understood	and	addressed.		

It	is	our	understanding	that	the	CEQ	is	responsible	to	review	the	DGEIS	for	its	accuracy	and	
in	so	doing	will	 identify	any	negative	impacts	caused	by	the	implementation	of	the	SWP.		
Furthermore,	 it	 is	 our	 understanding	 that	 the	 CEQ	will	 direct	 the	 County	 to	 address	 all	
identiUied	 negative	 impacts	 through	 revisions	 to	 the	 SWP,	 prior	 to	 approval	 or	
implementation	of	the	Plan.	

For	your	ediUication,	we	have	prepared	the	following	list	of	concerns	including	the	negative	
impacts	 that	we	believe	have	not	been	addressed	by	the	DGEIS	and	the	SWP.	 	This	 list	 is	
complementary	 to	 our	 September	 4,	 2019	 comments.	 	We	 believe	 that	 the	 SWP	 can	 be	
modiUied	 to	 improve	 the	 plan	 and	 mitigate	 the	 negative	 impacts.	 	 	 The	 following	 is	 a	
summary	of	some	primary	negative	impacts	and	Ulaws,	which	we	have	identiUied.	

1.	 The	 SWP	 will	 cause	 the	 expansion	 of	 sewer	 districts	 in	 Suffolk	 County	 that	
discharge	 treated	 water	 into	 the	 coastal	 waters,	 which	 will	 result	 in	 negative	
impacts.			Discharges	into	coastal	waters	have	been	shown	to	deplete	groundwater	by	not	
recharging	 water	 back	 into	 the	 groundwater	 supply.	 	 As	 a	 result,	 the	 following	
environmental	 impacts	 can	 be	 expected:	 lowering	 of	 water	 table	 levels,	 reduction	 in	
stream	 Ulow,	 loss	 of	 surface	 water	 features	 and	 ecosystems	 that	 depend	 on	 them,	
reduction	 in	 coastal	 discharge,	 change	 in	 bay	 salinity,	 shifts	 in	 contaminant	 migration	
paths,	a	shift	in	the	saltwater	interface	and	the	potential	for	saltwater	intrusion,	change	in	
recharge	zone	boundaries	and	the	rate	of	groundwater	Ulow.	 	Such	expansions	of	districts	
and	 losses	 of	 water,	 when	 considered	 individually,	 do	 not	 appear	 to	 be	 of	 great	
environmental	 signiUicance;	 but	 when	 considered	 cumulatively,	 they	 have	 a	 disastrous	
effect	on	the	groundwater	supply	and	estuaries.	[LICAP	Report	Review,	pg.	6]			

The	 DGEIS	 does	 not	 clearly	 identify	 these	 potential	 negative	 impacts	 or	 address	 the	
consequences.	 	 The	 SWP	 should	be	 revised	 so	 as	 to	discourage	 the	 expansion	of	 sewer	
districts	 that	discharge	 into	coastal	waters.	 	Based	upon	past	practice,	 it	 is	obvious	 that	
these	 types	 of	 sewer	 districts	 have	 been	 allowed	 to	 expand	 without	 regard	 to	 their	
negative	 impacts.	 	One	only	has	 to	 look	 to	Nassau	County	 to	see	 the	results	of	a	 lack	of	
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controls;	Nassau	County	has	exceeded	its	sustainable	yield	and	is	running	out	of	water;	as	
its	STP’s	discharge,	uncontrollably,	to	coastal	waters.		Unless	Suffolk	County	puts	a	stop	to	
such	expansions,	negative	impacts	will	overtake	Suffolk	County.	 	 	Hopefully,	the	CEQ	will	
recommend	through	the	DGEIS	review	process	that	revisions	be	made	to	the	SWP	to	
curtail	expansion	of	sewer	districts	that	discharge	into	the	coastal	waters.	

2.	 The	 SWP	 will	 cause	 increases	 of	 sewage	 production	 within	 existing	 sewer	
districts	 that	 discharge	 to	 coastal	 waters,	 which	 will	 result	 in	 negative	 impacts.		
Changes	 in	 zoning,	 building	 use	 or	 the	 construction	 of	 new	 developments	 can	 increase	
sewage	production	(gallons	per	day)	within	existing	sewer	districts.	 	These	increases	can	
be	subtle	and	go	 “under	 the	radar”,	 since	 in	many	cases	 the	changes	do	not	 require	any	
additional	 sewerage	 infrastructure,	 other	 than	 perhaps	 a	 sewer	 connection.	 	 Such	
increases	in	the	production	of	wastewater	in	districts	with	coastal	outfalls,	ultimately	end	
up	 increasing	 discharges	 to	 coastal	 waters.	 	 These	 increases,	 when	 considered	
individually,	 may	 not	 appear	 to	 be	 signiUicant;	 but	 cumulatively,	 can	 result	 in	 major	
impacts	to	the	groundwater	supply.	 	Within	these	outfall	districts,	the	SWP	should	take	a	
hard	stand	against	zoning	changes,	changes	in	use	and	projects	that	increase	wastewater	
production.	 	 Such	 changes	 put	 a	 strain	 on	 the	 existing	 sewage	 treatment	 plants	 and	
eventually	 puts	 them	 over	 capacity.	 	 In	 the	meantime,	 the	 zoning	 and	 planning	 boards	
continue	 approving	 increases	 in	 population	 densities	 (wastewater	 Ulow)	 unaware	 that	
they	are	exacerbating	the	problem.	 	 	Until	controls	are	in	place,	such	sewer	districts	will	
cumulatively	 deplete	 the	 groundwater	 supply.	 	 Unless	 the	 SWP	 takes	measures	 to	 stop	
these	 unabated	 increases,	 the	negative	 impacts	 will	 prevail.	 	 	 Hopefully,	 the	 CEQ	will	
recommend	through	the	DGEIS	review	process	that	revisions	be	made	to	the	SWP	to	
curtail	increases	of	sewage	production	within	existing	sewer	districts.	

3.	 The	 SWP	 disregards	 the	 growth	 inducement	 caused	 by	 sewering;	 and	 this	
oversight	will	result	 in	negative	 impacts.	 	Communities	are	hard	pressed	to	maintain	
their	character	(e.g.	rural)	after	sewers	are	installed.	 	 	Although	the	SWP	assures	us	that	
the	local	zoning	boards	will	prevent	urban	sprawl	and	over	development,	history	tells	us	
different;	 one	 only	 has	 to	 look	 at	 western	 Long	 Island	 to	 see	 the	 impact	 of	 unbridled	
development	spurred	on	by	sewers.		

The	urbanization	of	Queens	and	Nassau	County	are	prime	examples	of	 this	problem;	as	
sewers	and	poor	planning	have	turned	these	once	rural	communities	into	high	population	
density	areas.	 	As	a	result,	it	is	no	surprise	that	Queens	“ran	out	of	water”	and	Nassau	is	
facing	a	water	crisis;	both	exceeded	their	sustainable	yields.		Previous	bad	decisions	about	
sewage	 disposal	 have	 resulted	 in	 the	 depletion	 of	 our	 groundwater	 supply	 and	 have	
caused	harmful	impacts	on	our	estuaries.		[LICAP	Report	Review,	pgs.	3-6]		

Unless	the	SWP	takes	measures	to	stop	unnecessary	sewering,	the	negative	impacts	will	
prevail.	 	 	The	SWP	needs	to	be	revised	to	discourage	sewering	in	rural	areas	and	to	take	
into	account	the	character	of	communities	and	how	they	will	be	affected.	 	Hopefully,	the	
CEQ	will	recommend	 through	 the	DGEIS	 review	process	 that	 revisions	be	made	 to	
the	SWP	to	curtail	unwanted	(unsustainable)	growth	inducement.	
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4.	 The	 failure	 of	 the	 SWP	 to	 include	 conventional	 systems	 in	 its	 wastewater	
management	strategy	results	in	negative	impacts.	 	The	SWP	appears	to	be	Uixated	on	
the	perceived	 “nitrogen	problem”	and	 fails	 to	demonstrate	an	understanding	of	 the	dire	
situation	 that	 homeowners	 are	 put	 into	 when	 their	 septic	 systems	 fail	 and	 the	 public	
health	consequences.		With	a	failed	system,	homeowners	can	not	Ulush	toilets,	do	laundry,	
wash	dishes,	bath	or	use	other	water	in	their	homes.	 	In	the	meantime,	homeowners	are	
adding	all	types	of	chemicals	to	try	and	Uix	their	problems,	when	what	they	really	need	to	
do	is	upgrade	their	systems	in	a	regulated	and	cost	effective	manner.	 	The	SWP	does	not	
propose	practical	 or	 cost-effective	help	 for	 this	problem;	but	 rather	plans	 to	 take	
action	 sometime	 in	 the	 future	 when	 funding	 for	 I/A	 OWTSs	 and	 sewers	 become	
available.	

Upgrades	 of	 conventional	 systems	 are	 needed	 now,	 not	 ten	 or	 twenty	 years	 from	
now.	 	 Such	 upgrades	 will	 be	 expensive	 (though	 not	 as	 expensive	 as	 installing	 the	 I/A	
OWTSs	 or	 sewers);	 and	 homeowners	 need	 support,	 both	 Uinancially	 and	 technically,	 to	
upgrade	 their	 systems.	 	 Rather	 than	 excluding	 conventional	 septic	 systems	 from	 grant	
programs,	 and	 focusing	 only	 on	 sewers	 and	 I/A	 OWTSs,	 the	 SWP	 and	 Suffolk	 County	
should	support	the	upgrade	of	the	thousands	of	existing	sewage	disposal	systems,	which	
have	 outlived	 their	 expected	 lifetime	 and	 which	 need	 replacement	 and	 upgrading.		
Upgrading	 these	systems	 to	conventional	 standards	 is	an	alternative	 that	 in	many	
situations	will	 improve	wastewater	treatment	and	provide	more	practical	benePits	
than	 installing	 I/A	 OWTSs	 or	 sewers.	 	 Such	 fundamental	 upgrades	will	 improve	 the	
ability	 of	 the	 septic	 systems	 to	 treat	 contaminants	 such	 as	 nitrogen,	 COD,	 BOD	 and	
pathogens	 and	provide	better	 access	 for	maintaining	 and	monitoring	 the	 systems.	 	 The	
previously	 prepared	 Comprehensive	 Water	 Supply	 Plan	 recognized	 that	 conventional	
systems,	 installed	under	Article	6	of	 the	Sanitary	Code,	provided	sufUicient	protection	to	
the	water	supply;	and	the	water	quality	data	conUirms	this.	[Policy	Report,	page	10]	These	
older	septic	systems	need	to	be	upgraded	and	repaired	immediately;	many	lack	the	basic	
septic	 tank,	 have	 dangerous	 block	 leaching	 pools	 and	 are	 hydraulically	 failing.			
Considering	the	beneUits	of	conventional	systems,	the	SWP	should	include	a	program	for	
conventional	systems	in	its	strategy;	otherwise,	the	problems	will	continue	unabated	for	
decades.		Upgrading	the	conventional	systems	to	conventional	standards,	now,	would	
have	a	positive	impact;	ignoring	them	will	have	a	negative	impact	on	the	quality	of	
life,	 safety	and	public	health	of	 the	residents	of	Suffolk	County.	Hopefully	 the	CEQ	
will	 recommend	 through	 the	 DGEIS	 review	 process	 that	 the	 SWP	 formulate	 an	
immediate	strategy	for	using	and	upgrading	conventional	systems.	

5.	 The	 SWP	 assumption	 that	 nitrogen	 loading	 from	 onsite	 wastewater	 treatment	
systems	are	causing	wetlands	loss,	harmful	algae	blooms,	Pish	kills	and	reductions	
in	 clam	populations	 in	 the	 southern	 bays	 has	 not	 been	 proven	 and	may	 result	 in	
unnecessary	 actions	 and	 negative	 impacts.	 	 The	 SWP	 assumes	 that	 sewering	 will	
resolve	all	the	surface	water	problems	by	reducing	nitrogen	loading.		If	the	SWP	is	correct,	
then	we	should	see	a	drastic	 improvement	 in	 the	ecology	of	 the	bay	after	 it	 is	 sewered;	
however,	 this	 has	 not	 proven	 to	 be	 the	 case.	 	 Based	 upon	 the	 SWP,	 onsite	 wastewater	
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treatment	systems	are	responsible	for	over	70%	of	the	nitrogen	loading	into	the	bays.		The	
entire	south	shore	of	Long	Island	from	the	Queens	border	to	Oakdale	has	been	sewered	
since	1981,	meaning	there	has	been	no	discharge	of	nitrogen	(nitrogen	load)	from	septic	
systems	entering	those	subwatershed	bay	areas	for	over	36	years.		If	the	Plan	was	correct	
in	its	assumption,	then	we	should	have	seen	a	drastic	improvement	in	the	ecology	of	the	
bay	by	now.	 	However,	these	sewered	areas	still	have	little	or	no	shellUish,	do	experience	
harmful	 algae	 blooms,	 are	 losing	 wetlands	 and	 still	 have	 Uish	 kills.	 	 The	 theory	 that	
nitrogen	from	conventional	septic	systems	is	causing	the	problems	in	the	southern	
bays	 has	 been	 disproven	 by	 the	 lack	 of	 positive	 ecological	 responses	 to	 these	
massive	reductions	of	nitrogen	loading.				

The	County	has	rationalized	why	the	sewering	has	not	been	effective,	claiming	that	there	
is	still	nitrogen	from	the	old	systems	feeding	into	the	bay,	(known	as	legacy	nitrogen).		The	
problem	with	this	hypothesis,	according	to	their	own	computer	models,	is	that	the	legacy	
nitrogen	was	Ulushed	out	long	ago.	The	County	then	has	concluded	that	the	septic	systems	
located	 in	 the	 deep	 recharge	 areas	 to	 the	 north	 are	 the	 problem	 and	 they	 are	 adding	
nitrogen	to	 the	bays.	There	 is	no	evidence	 that	 the	water	 in	 the	deep	recharge	area	will	
discharge	 into	 the	 bay	 via	 the	 subwatersheds.	 	 [See	 Comments	 on	 Response	 to	 EBR	
Review	 and	 Coordinated	 response	 to	 EBR	 Review]	 	 Such	 unsubstantiated	 conclusions	
have	resulted	in	the	SWP	recommending	unnecessary	sewering	of	subwatershed	areas	in	
other	southern	bay	areas.		If	the	Plan	is	enacted	as	is,	the	unnecessary	sewering	of	homes	
in	 the	subwatershed	areas	will	occur	and	will	most	 likely	result	 in	negative	 impacts	 to	
the	residents	and	environment.			Hopefully,	the	CEQ	will	identify	this	problem	through	the	
DGEIS	review	process	and	recommend	that	revisions	be	made	to	the	SWP	to	curtail	
unnecessary	sewering	and	the	installation	of	I/A	OWTSs.	

6.	The	SWP	has	continued	 the	efforts	of	Suffolk	County	 in	exaggerating	 the	public	
health	 and	 environmental	 signiPicance	 of	 nitrogen	 from	 conventional	 septic	
systems,	 in	 order	 to	 promote	 sewering	 and	 I/A	 OWTSs.	 	 Public	 OfUicials	 have	
conducted	a	campaign	to	promote	the	expansion	of	sewer	districts	and	the	construction	of	
I/A	OWTSs	in	Suffolk	County.		The	SWP	includes	a	pattern	of	data	manipulation,	“sobering	
statistics”	 and	 omissions;	 all	 used	 to	 exaggerate	 the	 perceived	nitrogen	problem	and	 to	
incorrectly	designate	conventional	septic	systems	as	the	primary	cause	of	the	problems	in	
the	 estuaries.	 	 [September	 4,	 2019	 DGEIS	 Comment	 Report,	 pages	 6-9	 &	 20-25]	 	 A	
relationship	between	conventional	septic	systems	and	the	problems	in	the	estuaries	has	
not	been	proven;	but	has	been	presented	as	fact	by	Suffolk	County	and	New	York	State	in	
their	efforts	to	obtain	federal	grant	money	for	sewers.		Suffolk	County’s	policies,	involving	
the	need	for	sewering,	should	be	based	on	unsullied	information.	 	Hopefully,	the	CEQ	will	
identify	 this	 pattern	 in	 the	 SWP	 review	process	 and	 recommend	 that	 the	 SWP	be	
revised	so	as	to	eliminate	the	sullied	information	and	draft	purer	conclusions.			

7.	The	SWP	must	Pill	the	gap	of	knowledge	concerning	conventional	septic	systems	
and	their	ability	to	treat	the	contaminants	found	in	domestic	wastewater;	in	order	
to	avoid	negative	impacts.	 	More	research	is	needed	about	conventional	septic	systems	
before	veering	away	 from	 the	use	of	 these	 systems.	 	This	 is	not	part	of	 the	wastewater	
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disposal	strategy	presented	in	the	SWP.	 	Unfortunately,	Suffolk	County	has	not	focused	on	
the	ability	of	 conventional	 septic	 systems	 to	 treat	domestic	wastewater	and	 therefore	 it	
lacks	 a	 base	 line	 to	 compare	 to	 I/A	 OWTSs.	 	 There	 are	 studies	 that	 indicate	 that	
conventional	 systems	 provide	 primary,	 secondary	 and	 tertiary	 degrees	 of	 treatment.			
These	have	been	disregarded	by	Suffolk	County	ofUicials.	 	Suffolk	County	has	not	done	in	
depth	studies	on	the	quality	of	efUluent	contained	 in	plumes	from	conventional	systems;	
instead	relying	on	computer	models	to	predict	what	will	happen	to	the	efUluent.		Nitrogen	
is	not	the	only	efUluent	constituent	that	the	SWP	should	be	concerned	with.	 	Focusing	on	
nitrogen,	when	there	are	other	contaminants	of	concern	could	result	in	negative	impacts	
not	 being	 addressed	by	 the	proposed	methods	 of	 sewage	 treatment.	 	 Empirical	 studies	
that	 capture	 and	 analyze	 the	 efUluent	 in	 the	 unsaturated	 and	 saturated	 zones	 (with	
tracers)	 are	 necessary	 before	 making	 decisions	 on	 alternative	 methods	 of	 sewage	
disposal.		Hopefully,	the	CEQ	will	identify	this	lack	of	information	and	the	potential	for	
negative	impacts	through	the	DGEIS	review	process	and	recommend	that	revisions	
be	made	to	the	SWP	to	provide	the	most	appropriate	treatment	and	avoid	negative	
impacts.				

8.	The	SWP	must	investigate	the	treatment	of	wastewater	by	conventional	systems	
in	areas	of	shallow	groundwater	and	reevaluate	the	use	of	I/A	OWTSs	in	these	areas,	
in	 order	 to	 avoid	 negative	 impacts.	 	 Septic	 systems	 located	 in	 shallow	 groundwater	
areas	 have	 exhibited	 some	 of	 the	 best	 treatment	 of	 wastewater,	 rivaling	 that	 of	 STPs.		
These	 “shallow	 groundwater	 systems”	 are	 designed	 to	 maintain	 the	 leaching	 facilities	
(leaching	 lines	 or	 pools)	 above	 the	 groundwater	 table.	 	 Generally,	 the	 systems	 do	 not	
extend	more	than	Uive	feet	below	the	ground	surface.		Studies	of	such	systems	have	shown	
a	 relationship	 with	 nitrogen	 removal	 and	 their	 location	 in	 shallow	 groundwater	 areas.		
The	 majority	 of	 the	 coastal	 areas	 along	 the	 south	 shore	 are	 considered	 shallow	
groundwater	areas	and	have	exhibited	groundwater	chemistry	and	soil	conditions	that	are	
conducive	to	naturally	occurring	denitriUication.	The	studies	have	shown	the	ability	of	the	
shallow	 groundwater	 systems	 to	 treat	 contaminants	 such	 as	 nitrogen,	 COD,	 BOD	 and	
pathogens.		Further	investigations	should	be	conducted	to	re-conUirm	the	phenomenon	of	
natural	 denitriUication	 in	 shallow	 groundwater	 areas	 (such	 as	 coastal	 areas).	 Once	 this	
relationship	 of	 natural	 denitriUication	 in	 shallow	 groundwater	 areas	 is	 conUirmed,	 then	
better	 decisions	 can	 be	 made	 in	 respect	 to	 the	 appropriateness	 of	 using	 sewers,	 I/A	
OWTSs	or	conventional	systems.	Suffolk	County	should	reevaluate	its	decision	to	promote	
and	mandate	 the	use	of	 I/A	OWTSs	 in	 coastal	 areas	 in	 consideration	of	what	 is	 already	
known	about	naturally	occurring	denitriUication	 in	 these	areas.	 	Hopefully,	 the	CEQ	will	
identify	 the	 failure	 of	 the	 SWP	 to	 properly	 evaluate	 naturally	 occurring	
denitriPication	 in	 these	 coastal	 areas	 through	 the	 DGEIS	 review	 process	 and	
recommend	 that	 revisions	 be	 made	 to	 the	 SWP	 to	 account	 for	 the	 natural	
denitriPication	process	and	 to	adjust	 the	 “priority	zones”	accordingly.	 If	 the	Plan	 is	
enacted	as	is,	unnecessary	sewering	of	homes	in	the	subwatershed	areas	will	most	likely	
result	in	negative	impacts	to	the	residents	and	environment.		



9.	The	implementation	of	the	SWP	(if	it	is	successful	in	its	goal	of	nitrogen	reduction	
in	 the	 estuaries)	may	very	well	 result	 in	 a	negative	 impact	 to	 the	 aquatic	 ecosystem.			
One	of	the	primary	strategies	in	the	SWP	to	eliminate	harmful	algae	blooms	is	to	reduce	
nitrogen	 loading	 to	 the	 water	 body.	 Based	 upon	 results	 of	 nitrogen	 reductions	 in	 the	
western	 portions	 of	 the	 Great	 South	 Bay,	 this	 strategy	 does	 not	 appear	 to	 have	 been	
effective.	 	This	raises	the	question,	why?	 	Research	suggests	that	nitrogen	loading	is	not	
the	only	factor	that	must	be	considered,	and	other	factors	may	be	as,	or	more	important	in	
controlling	 harmful	 algae	 blooms.	 	 Among	 those	 factors	 are	 rainfall,	 salinity,	 water	
temperature,	pH,	 shellUish	population	and	circulation	patterns.	 	 In	 fact,	 in	 some	cases,	a	
lack	of	nutrients	(e.g.,	nitrogen)	may	promote	harmful	algae	blooms.			This	is	discussed	in	
the	attached	draft	report,	Anatomy	of	a	Harmful	Algae	Bloom	(Tollefsen	and	Nuzzi,	2019),	
which	was	prepared	in	response	to	the	DGEIS	and	the	SWP.	The	SWP	must	consider	the	
other	ecological	endpoints,	not	just	nitrogen	and	HABs	when	developing	its	strategy.	 	The	
SWP	explicitly	 ignores	 the	 interactions	of	 “the	presence	of	 submerged	aquatic	vegetation,	
pathogens,	 ?ish	 kills,	 populations	 of	 ?in?ish	 and	 shell?ish”.	 	 	 For	 example,	 shellUish	 are	
dependent	upon	nitrogen-requiring	algae	but	the	SWP	priority	ranking	system	explicitly	
fails	 to	consider	the	nutritional	needs	of	either	the	algae	or	the	shellUish.	 	Hopefully,	 the	
CEQ	will	identify	the	failure	of	the	SWP	to	properly	evaluate	the	ecological	endpoints	
in	 these	 coastal	 areas	 through	 the	 DGEIS	 review	 process	 and	 recommend	 that	
revisions	be	made	to	the	SWP	to	account	for	them	in	its	strategy.	

At	 this	 point	 we	 do	 not	 see	 how	 the	 SWP	 can	 move	 ahead	 in	 the	 approval	 process,	
considering	 the	 outstanding	 issues	 and	 questions	 raised	 in	 our	 comments	 report.		
Obviously,	there	are	gaps	in	knowledge	that	need	to	be	Uilled	before	Uinal	decisions	can	be	
made	on	wastewater	management	strategies	for	Suffolk	County.	 	If	you	have	any	questions	
on	this,	please	feel	free	to	contact	us	at	rrvreynolds@optonline.net	or	by	phone.	 	We	look	
forward	to	hearing	from	you	in	response	to	our	comments	and	questions.			

Respectfully,	

The	Ad	Hoc	Group	for	Water	Quality	in	Suffolk	County	

Peter	Akras	PE,	MSPH	
Jack	Mattice	PHD	
Robert	Nuzzi	PHD	
Royal	Reynolds	PE	(631	885-1926)	
John	T.	Tanacredi	PHD	(516	509-7991)	
Roger	C.	Tollefsen	B.Ch.E.	(631	740-0381)	
Martin	Trent	

cc:		 Ken	Zegel	
	 Suffolk	County	Legislature

mailto:rrvreynolds@optonline.net
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Comments	on	

Draft	Generic	Environmental	Impact	Statement	(DGEIS)	Suffolk	County		
Subwatersheds	Wastewater	Plan	

and	
Suffolk	County	Wastewater	Management	Program	(SWP)	for	the	Reduction	of	

Nitrogen	Loading	from	Wastewater	Sources	
The	Anatomy	of	a	Harmful	Algae	Bloom	

A	negative	impact	on	the	estuaries?	
-October	12,	2019	

Introduction	

One	 of	 the	 primary	 strategies	 being	 proposed	 by	 Suffolk	 County	 in	 its	 Sub-watersheds	
Wastewater	Plan	(SWP)	to	eliminate	harmful	algae	blooms	is	to	reduce	nitrogen	loading	to	
its	 water	 bodies.	 	 While	 it	 is	 incontrovertibly	 true	 that	 nitrogen	 fuels	 algal	 blooms,	 we	
would	like	to	present	an	alternative	theory	suggesting	that	the	reduction	of	nitrogen	in	bay	
waters	has,	in	fact,	been	more	problematic	than	a	possible	increase	to	nitrogen	loading.	The	
blooms	of	harmful	algae	 that	 continue	 to	plague	 the	western	portions	of	 the	Great	South	
Bay	and	the	Peconic	Bay,	despite	major	sewer	infrastructures,	seem	to	indicate	the	strategy	
of	nitrogen	reduction	has	not	been	effective.	 	This	raises	 the	question,	why?	 	Based	upon	
our	research	it	has	become	evident	that	nitrogen	loading	is	not	the	only	factor	that	must	be	
considered	and	other	factors	may	be	important	to	controlling	harmful	algae	blooms.		These	
factors	 include	 rainfall,	 salinity,	 water	 temperature,	 perhaps	 chemicals	 in	 runoff	 and	
groundwater	inflow	other	than	nitrogen,	pH,	shellfish	population	and	circulation.		In	some	
cases,	a	lack	of	nutrients	(e.g.,	nitrogen)	may	actually	promote	a	bloom	of	harmful	algae.			

Purpose	

The	purpose	of	this	report	is	to	present	a	theory	for	the	cause	of	harmful	algae	blooms	in	
the	marine	waters	of	Suffolk	County.	This	theory	does	not	focus	solely	on	elevated	levels	of	
nitrogen	 as	 the	 cause.	 	 Based	 upon	 this	 theory,	 various	management	 options	 to	 control	
harmful	 algae	 blooms	 are	 discussed	 in	 conjunction	 with	 improving	 other	 ecological	
endpoints,	 such	 as	 shellfish.	 We	 believe	 that	 neither	 the	 SWP	 nor	 those	 involved	 in	 its	
production,	 review	 and	 dissemination	 have	 sufficiently	 weighed	 the	 complexities	 of	
nitrogen	and	the	harmful	algae	in	our	marine	waters.	

What	we	know:	What	caused	the	brown	tide?	

In	July	2013,	Dr.	Christopher	J.	Gobler,	Endowed	Chair	of	Coastal	Ecology	and	Conservation,	
Stony	 Brook	 University,	 and	 one	 of	 us	 (Tollefsen)	 were	 exchanging	 emails	 about	 the	
relationships	 of	 Dissolved	 Inorganic	 Nitrogen	 (DIN),	 Dissolved	 Organic	 Nitrogen	 (DON),	
droughts,	nitrogen	pulses,	algal	blooms	and	the	harmful	algae	Aureococcus	anophagefferens	
(Brown	Tide).	Dr.	 Gobler	 provided	 the	 following	 figure	 (Fig.1)	 presenting	 data	 collected	
from	 a	 continuous-sampling	 buoy	 maintained	 by	 the	 United	 States	 Geological	 Survey	
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(USGS,	 located	at	the	mouth	of	the	Peconic	River	under	the	County	Road	105	Bridge	as	 it	
enters	 Peconic	 Bay.	 	 Samples	 were	 taken	 at	 6-minute	 intervals.	 The	 USGS	 website	
http://waterdata.usgs.gov/nwis/uv/?site_no=01304562	offers	more	detail. 
 

	
Figure	1.	Graphs	provided	by	C.	Gobler	(SUNY,	Stony	Brook)	

	
The	figure	shows	the	impact	of	rain	on	the	bay’s	salinity.	The	sampling	period	began	during	
a	 drought	 (note	 the	 29	 ppm	 salinity).	 This	 was	 followed	 by	 three	 major	 rain	 events	
occurring	between	 June	5	and	 June	15,	2013.	Collectively,	over	eleven	 inches	of	 rain	 fell.	
This	 influx	of	 fresh	water	can	be	observed	as	a	rapid	decrease	to	a	salinity	of	26-27	ppm	
that	is	more	typical	for	this	area.	
	
The	 levels	 of	 chlorophyll-a	 contained	 in	 algae	 are	 indicators	 of	 algal	 populations.	 Algae	
form	the	base	of	our	bay’s	food	web	and	are	called	primary	producers.	Shellfish	consume	
algae;	 clams	 mussels,	 oysters	 and	 menhaden	 (bunker)	 are	 examples	 of	 secondary	
productivity.	Before	the	rain,	chlorophyll-a	was	very	low,	increasing	temporarily	after	the	
rain,	and	returning	to	low	levels	before	gradually	spiking	to	very	high	levels.		
	
The	 three	graphs	within	Figure	1	reveal	 the	 initiation	and	development	of	a	Brown	Tide.	
But	 to	 better	 understand	 the	 process,	 it	 is	 first	 necessary	 to	 distinguish	 between	 two	
different	forms	of	nitrogen.	Inorganic	nitrogen	is	made	up	of	nitrate,	nitrite,	ammonia	and	
nitrogen	 gas.	 When	 these	 forms	 of	 nitrogen	 are	 added	 to	 water,	 nitrate,	 nitrite	 and	
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ammonia	 are	highly	 soluble	 and	 can	be	measured	as	dissolved	 inorganic	nitrogen	 (DIN);	
nitrogen	gas	 is	only	slightly	soluble.	Organic	nitrogen	is	 found	in	the	cells	of	 living	things	
and	 is	 made	 up	 of	 proteins,	 peptides	 and	 amino	 acids.	 Organic	 nitrogen	 is	 also	 highly	
soluble	in	water	and	is	measured	as	dissolved	organic	nitrogen	(DON).		

These	two	types	of	nitrogen	(DIN	and	DON)	cycle	back	and	forth	in	our	bays	in	a	process	
called	re-mineralization.	Most	of	the	algae	that	support	our	bay’s	productivity	readily	use	
DIN	 for	growth.	We	call	 these	algae	beneficial	because	 they	 support	 the	 rest	of	 the	bay’s	
productivity.	As	these	beneficial	algae	use	DIN	to	grow,	the	DIN	is	removed	from	the	water	
and	is	 incorporated	into	their	cells	where	it	 is	converted	into	organic	nitrogen.	When	the	
algae	die,	organic	nitrogen	is	released	back	into	the	water	as	DON.	Beneficial	algae	may	not	
be	able	to	use	DON;	however,	there	are	harmful	algae	such	as	Aureococcus	anophagefferens,	
(“Brown	Tide”),	that	can	efficiently	use	it.		
	
In	the	sampling	area,	DIN	has	been	noted	as	the	limiting	factor	for	algal	growth.	The	SWP	
has	determined	that	a	major	source	of	DIN	in	this	area	is	from	groundwater.		When	drought	
caused	 a	 reduction	 in	 groundwater	 flow	 this	 resulted	 in	 a	 higher	 salinity	 and	 a	 lower	
delivery	of	DIN.	With	a	reduced	concentration	of	DIN,	algal	populations	were	suppressed	
and	low,	(Nixon,	S.W.,	and	B.A.	Buckley.	2002)	This	algal	reduction	can	be	seen	in	Fig.	1	as	
the	low	starting	point	for	chlorophyll-a.		
	
Major	 rain	 events	 caused	 a	pulse	 of	 inorganic	 nitrogen	 that	 came	 from	a	 combination	of	
atmospheric	deposition,	groundwater	flow,	and	run-off.	Notice	the	salinity	fell	in	response	
to	the	dilution	caused	by	the	rain	and	increased	groundwater	flow.	The	DIN	concentration	
became	 high	 enough	 for	 the	 beneficial	 algae	 to	 use	 (note	 the	 rise	 in	 chlorophyll-a).	 	 Dr.	
Gobler	 (personal	 communication)	 found	 that	 the	 “initial	 bloom”	 consisted	 of	 seasonally	
beneficial	algae,	the	algae	upon	which	secondary	production	depends.		
	
It	is	reasonable	to	suspect	that	a	healthy	population	of	shellfish,	as	was	present	prior	to	the	
steady	 decadal	 decrease	 of	 nitrogen	 in	 the	 bays	 documented	 by	 data	 collected	 by	 the	
Suffolk	 County	 Department	 of	 Health	 Services	 (SCDHS),	 would	 have	 filtered	 out	 the	
beneficial	algae	by	consuming	it.	In	this	way,	shellfish	play	an	important	part	in	controlling	
algae	 populations.	 High	 densities	 of	 clams,	 for	 instance,	 have	 shown	 the	 ability	 to	 filter	
every	 gallon	 of	 water	 from	 major	 bays	 every	 three	 days.	 	 Unfortunately,	 hard	 clam	
populations	 in	Great	South	Bay	have	collapsed	and	the	scallop	population	 in	Peconic	Bay	
has	lost	over	90%	of	its	scallops	(Fig.2).  
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Figure	2.	Bay	scallop	harvest	1946-2018	

	
Without	the	grazing	pressure	of	these	and	other	secondary	producers,	the	initial	bloom	of	
beneficial	 algae	was	 not	 consumed.	 As	 the	 beneficial	 algae	 depleted	 the	 limited	DIN,	 the	
algae	starved.	This	can	be	seen	in	Fig.	1	as	the	precipitous	decline	in	chlorophyll-a.		
	
Even	though	the	rain	event	had	passed,	the	hydraulic	pressure	that	had	been	created	by	the	
major	 rain	 events	 caused	 groundwater	 to	 continue	 to	 flow.	 Note	 that	 salinity	 became	
relatively	 constant.	 A	 consistent	 supply	 of	 DIN	 might	 have	 maintained	 the	 initial	 algal	
bloom	 but	 whatever	 nitrogen	 (N)	 was	 introduced	 by	 the	 groundwater	 was	 apparently	
insufficient	 to	 do	 so.	 After	 the	 beneficial	 algae	 consumed	 the	 pulsed	 DIN,	 this	 bloom	
collapsed	due	to	starvation.	As	the	dead	algae	decomposed,	the	N	in	the	algae	that	was	re-
mineralized	was	introduced	into	the	water	as	DON,	resulting	in	a	bay	environment	low	in	
DIN	but	high	in	DON.		
	
The	 relative	 quantities	 and	 type	 of	 nitrogen	 can	 significantly	 affect	 which	 algae	 may	
dominate.	 Gilbert	 et	 al.	 (2016)	 discussed	 the	 importance	 of	 the	 forms	 of	 nitrogen	
(inorganic,	organic,	oxidized,	reduced,	“new”,	“regenerated”)	in	determining	phytoplankton	
dynamics.	In	a	study	of	the	genome	of	the	Brown	Tide	alga,	“biogeochemical	measurements	
showed	 that	 the	 harmful	 alga	 Auerococcus	 anophagefferens	 outcompeted	 co-occurring	
phytoplankton	 in	estuaries	with	elevated	 levels	of	dissolved	organic	matter	and	turbidity	
and	low	levels	of	dissolved	inorganic	nitrogen.”	(Gobler,	et	al.	2011).	
	
Scientists	 have	 noted	 how	 groundwater	 can	 impact	 the	 algal	 community	 and	 these	
observations	have	been	extensively	reported.		Laroche,	et	al.	(1997)	reported	that	variable	
and	 low	 flows	of	groundwater	are	associated	with	Brown	Tides.	Another	example	comes	
from	brown	tides	in	US	mid-Atlantic	estuaries	(Gobler	et	al.,	2005).	These	blooms	are	often	
preceded	 by	 a	 ‘pre-bloom’	 of	 other	 algal	 species	 that	 are	 stimulated	 by	 nitrogen	 from	
groundwater	 flow	 (Gobler	 and	 Sañudo-Wilhelmy,	 2001).	 When	 groundwater	 flow	
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diminishes	during	summer	and	the	initial	bloom	is	re-mineralized,	organic	nitrogen	levels	
increase,	and	A.	anophagefferens	becomes	the	dominant	alga.	Thus,	nutrients	may	continue	
to	 serve	 as	 fuel	 for	 blooms	 long	 after	 the	 initial	 nutrient	 loading	 occurs.”	 (Heisler,	 et	 al.	
2008)	
	
The	 timing	 of	 how	 Dissolved	 Inorganic	 Nitrogen	 (DIN)	 or	 Dissolved	 Organic	 Nitrogen	
(DON)	is	introduced	to	a	bay	may	have	significant	consequences.	While	beneficial	algae	are	
important	to	the	bay,	“a	sudden	pulse	of	high	nutrient	concentrations	may	greatly	affect	the	
natural	 succession	 of	 organisms,	 have	 a	 negative	 effect	 on	 the	 diversity	 through	 the	
dominance	 of	 a	 single	 species,	 and	 can	 increase	 the	 possibility	 of	 a	 harmful	 algal	 bloom	
development”.	(Spatharis,	et	al.	2007).	
	
During	observations	of	an	earlier	Brown	Tide,	Laroche	et	al.	(1997)	found	that	the	“brown	
tide	 coincided	 with	 a	 drought	 period	 during	 which	 time	 the	 introduction	 of	 inorganic	
nitrogen	 through	 groundwater	 flow	 was	 minimal”.	 A	 similar	 situation	 seems	 to	 have	
occurred	during	the	2013	bloom.	The	paucity	of	DIN	created	an	environment	in	which	the	
brown	tide,	because	of	its’	ability	to	utilize	DON,	was	able	to	dominate.	Once	the	brown	tide	
began,	 it	 utilized	 additional	 N	 resources	 as	 they	 became	 available.	 The	 association	 of	A.	
anophagefferens	 with	 an	 increasing	 availability	 of	 organic	 nitrogen	 and	 a	 decreasing	
availability	of	DIN	has	been	noted	elsewhere	by	(Qiao,	et	al.	2017)	and,	most	recently,	by	
(Yao,	 et	 	 al.	 2019)	 who	 noted	 that	“A.	 anophagefferens	blooms	 occurred	 mostly	 in	 the	
scallop	culturing	regions,	and	that	the	blooms	were	associated	with	high	salinity	and	low	
inorganic	nutrient	 levels”	Gobler	et.	al.	(2011)	noted	that	A.	anophagefferens	outcompetes	
other	phytoplankton	 in	estuaries	 that	have	elevated	organic	matter	concentrations.	 “This	
characteristic,	 along	 with	 its	 unique	 gene	 set,	 may	 provide	 A.	 anophagefferens	 with	 a	
greater	 capacity	 to	 use	 organic	 compounds	 for	 nitrogenous	 nutrition	 compared	with	 its	
competitors,	 a	hypothesis	 supported	by	 its	dominance	 in	 systems	with	elevated	 ratios	of	
dissolved	organic	nitrogen	to	dissolved	 inorganic	nitrogen	and	the	reduction	 in	dissolved	
organic	 nitrogen	 concentrations	 often	 observed	 during	 the	 initiation	 of	 brown	 tides.”	
(Gobler	et	al.	2011).	
	
It	 is	 interesting	 to	note	 that	 the	quantity	of	 chlorophyll-a	 in	 the	2013	Brown	Tide	bloom	
was	much	 higher	 than	 during	 the	 bloom	 of	 the	 beneficial	 algae;	 this	 is	 likely	 due	 to	 the	
Brown	Tide’s	 greater	 efficiency	 for	harvesting	 low	 levels	of	N,	 organic	or	 inorganic,	 than	
that	of	the	beneficial	algae,	and	an	apparent	ability	for	increased	growth	in	the	presence	of	
both	(Pustizzi	et	al.	2004).		
	
A	 distinction	must	 be	made	 between	 the	 initiation	 of	 a	 bloom	 of	 harmful	 algae	 and	 the	
expansion	of	it.	During	the	June/July	2013	observations,	the	bloom	was	initiated	when	DIN	
was	low	and	DON	was	rising.	The	expansion	of	the	bloom	occurred	as	additional	sources	of	
DIN	and/or	DON	became	available.		
	
This	purpose	of	this	paper	is	to	foster	discussion	concerning	the	cause	of	Suffolk	County’s	
blooms	 of	 harmful	 algae;	 however	 harmful	 algae	 are	 an	 international	 concern.	 As	 has	
occurred	in	Suffolk	County,	many	of	these	blooms	began	when	nutrients	are	low.	In	France,	
“Dinophysis	 spp.	 (responsible	 for	 diarrheic	 shellfish	 poisoning)	 increased	 most	 rapidly	



6	
	

when	nutrients	 (nitrogen)	were	greatly	 reduced.	The	maximum	cell	 concentrations	were	
recorded	 in	 the	 nutrient-poorest	 offshore	 waters.”	 (Delmas	 et	 al.	 1992).	 Alexandrium	
catenella	 was	 observed	 to	 have	 a	 competitive	 advantage	 over	 other	 members	 of	 the	
phytoplankton	even	under	low	conditions	of	DON.	(Collosa	et	al.	2007).	 	Florida	has	been	
plagued	 by	 “K.	brevis	 (Red	 Tides)	 that	 get	 its	 initial	 advantage	 in	 low	 absolute	 nutrient	
concentrations.”	 “Once	 the	 K.	 brevis	 population	 reaches	 a	 sufficient	 concentration	 to	
dominate	the	phytoplankton,	this	monospecific	bloom	can	then	utilize	all	available	nutrient	
sources”.	(Weisberg	et	al.	2012).	
	
	“Coastal	ecosystems	have	lacked	recovery	following	reduced	nutrient	inputs.”	“The	role	of	
nutrient	 inputs	 in	 controlling	 phytoplankton	 mass	 has	 been	 generally	 oversimplified	 in	
dialogues	 between	 scientists	 and	 managers,	 possibly	 driven	 by	 the	 benign	 intention	 to	
deliver	 a	 message	 clear	 enough	 to	 prompt	 restoration	 efforts.”	 “The	 failure	 of	 coastal	
ecosystems	 to	 return	 to	 past	 ecological	 conditions	upon	 significant	 reduction	 in	nutrient	
inputs	 is	disturbing	both	 to	scientists	and	managers,	as	current	models	and	management	
frameworks	assume	a	direct,	continuous	response	of	coastal	ecosystems	to	altered	nutrient	
inputs.”	(Durante	et	al.	2007).		
	
Finally,	it	has	been	stated	that	the	level	of	nitrogen	in	our	bays	has	been	increasing.	While	
this	may	be	 true	 for	selected	time	periods,	Figure	3,	which	 is	representative	of	 the	South	
Shore	Estuary	Reserve	(SSER:	Great	South	Bay,	Moriches	Bay,	Shinnecock	Bay)	and	Peconic	
Bay	reveals	that	total	nitrogen	levels	have	been	decreasing	over	the	last	several	decades.	
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Figure	3.	Total	nitrogen	(mg/l)	at	the	mouth	of	the	Forge	River	(SCDHS	Station	110) 
 

What	can	we	do:	How	can	the	bays	be	managed	to	prevent	HABs?	
 

Based	on	the	previous	information	it	seems	there	are	several	choices:	
1) Eliminate	N	pulses	
2) Increase	secondary	productivity		
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3) Reduce	N	coming	into	the	bays	from	groundwater	
4) Other	management	options?	

	
1)	Eliminate	N	pulses	
	
Trying	 to	eliminate	N	pulses	 seems	 impossible.	Locally,	we	cannot	 control	major	 rain	
events	that	carry	nitrogen.	However,	the	impact	caused	by	of	a	pulse	of	N	is	greater	to	a	
bay	 that	 has	 lower	 levels	 of	 it.	 Table	 1	 below	was	 adapted	 from	 a	 SOMAS	 (School	 of	
Marine	and	Atmospheric	Sciences)	slide	presentation.	Additional	N	loading	information	
for	 other	marine	water	 bodies	was	 added	 as	 it	 became	 available.	 A	 literature	 search	
linked	blooms	of	harmful	algae	to	the	water	bodies	that	had	reported	them.		

 

Table	1.	Nitrogen	loading	of	some	major	estuaries	or	water	bodies	(adapted	from	SOMAS)	
	

 
 

It	 should	 be	 noted	 that	 only	 the	 bays	 that	 have	 low	N	 loadings	 have	 experienced	
blooms	of	harmful	algae.	In	support	of	this	observation,	Keller	&	Rice	(1989)	wrote	
that	 “A.	anophagefferens	 is	not	a	 strong	competitor	when	DIN	 is	high,	as	 shown	 in	
nutrient	enrichment	studies	in	mesocosms,	where	cell	density	of	A.	anophagefferens	
was	inversely	correlated	with	DIN	concentrations.”		
	
If	 this	 trend	 relating	 low	 N	 loads	 to	 blooms	 of	 harmful	 algae	 is	 confirmed	 and	
continues,	 care	must	 be	 exercised	before	N	 load	 reductions	 are	made.	This	 action	
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may	result	 in	more	blooms	of	harmful	algae	rather	than	less.	 It	may	be	prudent	to	
investigate	ways	to	increase	the	seasonal	background	levels	of	the	bay	DIN	so	that	
pulses	don’t	overwhelm	the	ecosystem.	

 

2)	Increase	Secondary	Productivity	
	
There	has	been	 a	 growing	 awareness	 that	 shellfish	 are	 important	 to	 the	health	of	
our	bays	and	can	provide	control	over	algal	blooms.	The	control	of	algae	by	shellfish	
is	referred	to	as	“top-down	control”.		If	shellfish	populations	were	high	enough,	this	
“top-down	control”	could	reduce	the	availability	of	both	DIN	and	DON.	Reitsma	et	al.	
(2017)	 Jackson	 (2001)	 and	 Lotze	 et	 al.	 (2006)	 have	 stressed	 the	 need	 to	 restore	
secondary	 producers	 such	 as	 clams	 as	 effective	 top-down	 controls	 on	 estuarine	
ecosystems.	 But	 the	 bays	 in	 Suffolk	 County	 have	 lost	 over	 90%	 of	 their	 shellfish.	
Millions	 of	 dollars	 have	 been	 spent	 to	 restock	 shellfish	 but	 there	 has	 been	 little	
success.	 Blooms	 of	 harmful	 algae	 have	 been	 blamed	 for	 shellfish	 reproduction	
failures	or	death	but	little	research	has	been	conducted	to	see	if	those	bays	that	are	
experiencing	 shellfish	 declines	 have	 a	 beneficial	 algal	 population	 sufficient	 to	
support	the	shellfish.		
	
Without	 the	 “top-down	 control”,	 one	might	 be	 tempted	 to	 reduce	 the	N	 that	 fuels	
blooms	of	harmful	algae.	This	“bottom-up”	control	is	the	management	strategy	that	
the	SWP	has	 chosen.	But	 there	 is	 a	problem	with	 reducing	 the	N	 in	 a	 system	 that	
already	 has	 low	 loadings	 of	 N.	 Nitrogen	 reduction	 may	 further	 limit	 shellfish	
populations,	 not	 promote	 them.	 Without	 the	 “top	 down	 control”	 provided	 by	
shellfish,	uncontrolled	N	pulses	may	lead	to	a	greater	number	of	blooms	of	harmful	
toxic	algae.		
	
A	solution	 to	 increasing	 the	survival	of	 secondary	producers	may	be	 to	seasonally	
manage	 the	 input	of	nitrogen	 rather	 than	 simply	 trying	 to	 reduce	 it.	Narragansett	
Bay	is	trying	to	manage	its	N	discharge	limits	to	accommodate	the	seasonal	needs	of	
shellfish.	“While	nutrient	over-loading	in	estuaries	has	a	well-known	set	of	negative	
consequences	(Valiela	et	al.	1992,	Nixon	1995,	Kemp	et	al.	2005),	the	stimulation	of	
secondary	production	in	bivalves	could	be	an	overlooked	positive	effect	of	nutrient	
loading”	(Gobler	et	al,	2009).	Blooms	of	harmful	algae	were	not	an	issue	when	levels	
of	DIN	were	higher	 in	both	the	Great	South	and	Peconic	Bays	due	to	sources	 from	
migratory	and	domestic	ducks,	menhaden	processing	or	 increased	N	contributions	
from	an	expanding	population	of	residents.	
	
3)	Reduce	the	N	coming	into	the	bays	through	groundwater.	
	
The	SWP	has	proposed	that	blooms	of	harmful	algae	will	be	reduced	or	eliminated	
by	 reducing	 N	 using	 either	 on-site	 advanced	 wastewater	 treatment	 systems	 or	
municipal	 sewers.	However,	when	sewers	have	reduced	nitrogen,	 the	results	have	
not	 been	 encouraging.	 “The	 off-shore	 rerouting	 of	 sewage	 previously	 discharged	
directly	into	the	western	Great	South	Bay	during	the	early	1980s	led	to	lower	levels	
of	dissolved	inorganic	nitrogen	there,	thus	creating	a	nutrient	regime	which	reduced	
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total	annual	phytoplankton	biomass,	but	 favored	dominance	by	A.	anophagefferens	
as	blooms	began	to	first	develop	in	the	late	1980s.”	(Anderson	et	al.	2008).	
	
The	SWP	has	proposed	reducing	N	 to	a	 system	that	 is	already	N-limited.	This	will	
likely	reduce	primary	productivity	but	may	open	niches	for	algae	that	may	be	better	
suited	for	low	N	conditions.	Because	secondary	productivity	depends	upon	primary	
productivity,	 reducing	 N	 offers	 little	 hope	 of	 nurturing	 sufficient	 populations	 of	
clams	or	oysters	that	could	be	beneficial	for	our	bays.	
	
4)	Other	management	options?	
	
There	 are	 surely	 other	 management	 options	 that	 will	 address	 the	 N	 concerns	 in	
drinking	 water	 and	 lakes	 without	 the	 potential	 of	 condemning	 our	 bays	 to	
continuing	blooms	of	harmful	algae	and	reduced	secondary	productivity.	However	
because	the	SWP	has	only	considered	a	nitrogen	reduction	strategy	it	has	failed	to	
systematically	explore	any	other	possibilities.	The	SWP	should	do	so! 

	
Conclusion:	Current	N	Management	Status		
	
“”Management”	 encompasses	 both	 the	 ability	 to	 affect	 change,	 and	 the	 ability	 to	 direct	
change:	 one	manages	 for	 “something””	 (Nuzzi	 2005).	 The	 fact	 is	 that	 there	 has	 been	 no	
discussion	from	the	SWP	concerning	N	management	other	than	reduction	and	the	SWP	has	
not	 set	 any	 goals	 that	 define	 bay	 restorations.	 	 Are	 we	 to	 believe	 that	 it	 is	 possible	 to	
selectively	starve	harmful	algae	without	impacting	any	other	part	of	the	bays’	diverse	and	
complex	ecosystem?	There	is	no	scientific	basis	to	support	this	extreme	position	that	runs	
counter	 to	 the	principles	 of	 Ecosystem	Based	Management.	 The	 SWP	proposal	 to	 reduce	
nitrogen	may	very	well	have	a	negative	impact	on	our	bays	and	that	stance	should	certainly	
be	 a	 cause	 of	 concern.	 Further	 inquiry	 prior	 to	 the	 acceptance	 of	 the	 Draft	 Generic	
Environmental	Impact	Statement	is	in	order.	
	
	 	
	
Roger	C.	Tollefsen	
23	Bay	Ave	W		 	 	
Hampton	Bays,	NY		11946	
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                 TOWN OF RIVERHEAD    
             PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
                  201 HOWELL AVENUE, RIVERHEAD, NEW YORK 11901-2596 
                  (631) 727-3200, FAX (631) 727-9101 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

September 16, 2019 
 
Ken Zegel, PE 
Associate Public Health Engineer 
Suffolk County Department of Health Services Office of Ecology 
360 Yaphank Avenue, Suite 2B 
Yaphank, NY 
11980 
 
Re: Suffolk County Wastewater Plan 

Dear Mr. Zegel: 

The Town of Riverhead applauds Suffolk County Department of Health Services (SCDHS) for its efforts 
to reduce the decades-long impairment of our groundwater and surface water bodies.  Clean, 
inexpensive and easily accessible water is essential not only to County residents and businesses, but 
also our natural environment.  This endeavor will take a long-term comprehensive approach that 
requires a strong commitment by our elected and appointed officials to implement.  Just as important, 
this effort will require residents to acknowledge that we all have a part in the solution. 

The Draft Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan (SWP) relies heavily on Innovative/Alternative wastewater 
treatment systems (I/A OWTS) for a large part of water treatment and the removal of excess nitrogen 
levels in our surface and groundwater. However, we don’t know the long-term failure and malfunction 
rate of much of these systems. Might this raise the long-term cost?  For example, were staffing, 
nitrogen testing, and maintenance of systems addressed in the SWP? To convert 819 private residential 
wells (Households) in Riverhead to I/A OWTS, the total cost to install these systems is $17.31 million. 
The study indicates use of I/A OWTS systems is the most cost effective means of treatment, but perhaps 
we should be looking to actually sewer additional areas instead.   

The study indicates sewering may be more beneficial in areas in proximity to existing sewered areas. 
However, the study does not appear to propose an expansion of the Riverhead Sewer Plant.  This 
sewage treatment facility is an example of how successful these types of systems can be.  Nearly a 
quarter of the Peconic Estuary subwatersheds were ranked Priority 1. The western part of the Peconic 
Estuary is identified as a high priority ranking area (more densely developed and less well flushed). The 
cost of I/A OWTS approaches the cost for sewering at near shore areas with small parcel sizes (.25 acres 

Jefferson V. Murphree, AICP John F. Flood, Jr. Karin Gluth Greg Bergman Carissa Collins 
Town Building and 

Planning Administrator 
Ext. 239 

Environmental Planner 
Ext. 207 

Planner 
Ext. 206 

Planning Aide 
Ext. 264 

Planning Board & 
Zoning Board Secretary 

Ext. 240 
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or less) and high groundwater. South Jamesport has small parcel sizes and it is assumed high 
groundwater. However, this area appears to be considered for I/A OWTS upgrades and not sewering. 
 
Sewage treatment plants are an excellent means to reduce nitrogen and other pollutants into our 
surface and groundwater.  The Town of Riverhead sewage treatment facility accepts waste by 
pipeline from properties within the Riverhead Sewer District and by truckload from properties 
in the towns of Riverhead and the South Fork that are served by private septic systems. As a 
result of the upgrade, it can treat up to 1.5 million gallons of wastewater per day to the 
technological limit of under 4 milligrams of nitrogen per liter. Using membrane technology and 
high-dose ultraviolet disinfection, the plant treats for a host of other pathogens as well, 
including viruses. 
 
Using some of the effluent for irrigation reduces nitrogen-loading in the Peconic Estuary by 
1.4 tons per year. Nitrogen pollution contributes to harmful algal blooms and increases aquatic 
plant growth in water bodies, which in turn consume too much oxygen that can deplete oxygen 
to levels that cannot support marine life, resulting in massive fish kills like the ones seen in 
the Peconic in 2015.  The upgrade and reuse project was completed in 2016 with financial 
assistance from federal, state and county governments.  Additional funding for Riverhead 
sewage treatment facility would provide a cost effective means to achieve many of the goals 
identified in the Wastewater Plan. 
 
The study indicates the preservation of open space can be the most cost effective approach to protect 
source water quality. Based on County recommendations, municipalities may wish to implement 
Critical Environmental Areas (CEA) where the density of development would be further restricted based 
upon subwatersheds that have load reduction goals.  A continuous source of County funding is needed 
for the purchase and preservation of properties that are located within CEAs. 

We look forward to working with the County on addressing this critical issue.  Additional comments 
and questions are attached.  Please contact me should you have any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Jefferson V. Murphree, AICP 
Building & Planning Administrator 
 
cc: Laura Jens-Smith, Supervisor 
 Town Board 
 Stan Carey, Planning Board Chairman 
 Planning Board 
 Robert Kozakiewicz, Town Attorney 
 Michael Reichel, Riverhead Sewer District Superintendent 
 Frank Mancini, Riverhead Water District Superintendent 
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                 TOWN OF RIVERHEAD    
             PLANNING DEPARTMENT 
                  201 HOWELL AVENUE, RIVERHEAD, NEW YORK 11901-2596 
                  (631) 727-3200, FAX (631) 727-9101 

______________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
Suffolk County Subwatershed Wastewater Plan 

Comments and Questions 
September 16, 2019 

 
1. Although not located within a County-defined priority area, the Town of Riverhead has 

numerous older developments existing in the headwaters that feed into them.  For example, 
the Town of Riverhead has many mobile home parks that are not connected to a sanitary 
wastewater treatment system.  Many of these mobile home parks are home to lower income 
residents.  Given their age, many of these developments predate Article 6 of the Suffolk County 
Code and their high density makes them prime candidates for sewering. Given their high 
density, this should be the most cost effective means to treat a significant amount of effluent.  
A County funding program should be considered to extend the Riverhead Sewer District into 
these areas. 
 

2. It is recommended that the priority areas be extended into the headwaters of the Peconic River 
and the Peconic Bay. 
 

3. It is recommended that a continuous funding source be budgeted to examine new wastewater 
treatment technologies. 
 

4. Will towns and villages be required to perform periodic inspections to determine whether an 
IA/OWTS is operating up to County Standards? 
 

5. The IA/OWTS is a mechanical system that relies on a constant source of electricity to operate 
them.  Mechanical systems fail over time.  Many residents within priority areas are lower 
income wage earners.  How will residents in lower income areas pay for the continuous 
maintenance costs of these systems?   
 

6. The annual and long-term monitoring is essential to determine whether the Nitrogen reduction 
levels are being achieved.  The various alternative wastewater systems are only as good as their 
ongoing maintenance.  The County needs to have the funding and staff levels to perform these 
duties. 
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7. Has the County investigated the long term groundwater test results of the IA/OWTS from other 

municipalities, such as those in Jamestown, Rhode Island, to see how well these existing 
systems are performing and whether they achieving identified water quality goals? 
 

8. In the Executive Summary, Riverside in the Town of Southampton is listed in a table with Sewer 
Scenarios under projects that can be completed with an asterisk. However, no note is provided 
regarding what the asterisk means. 
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Zegel, Ken
Sent: Monday, September 9, 2019 11:31 AM
To: Caniano, Anthony; Priolo, Julia
Subject: FW: Additional thoughts for the CEQ

 
 

From: Lansdale, Sarah  
Sent: Monday, September 09, 2019 11:00 AM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov>; Jobin, Justin <Justin.Jobin@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: FW: Additional thoughts for the CEQ 
 
 
 

From: Andrea Spilka <aspilkappl@optonline.net>  
Sent: Monday, September 09, 2019 10:37 AM 
To: 'Larry Swanson' <Larry.Swanson@stonybrook.edu>; Corral, John <John.Corral@SuffolkCountyNY.Gov>; Lansdale, 
Sarah <Sarah.Lansdale@suffolkcountyny.gov>; 'Michael Kaufman' <mkaufmanceq@gmail.com>; 'Robert Carpenter, Jr.' 
<Admin@lifb.com>; 'Tom Gulbransen' <gulbransen@battelle.org>; Krupski, Al <Al.Krupski@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: FW: Additional thoughts for the CEQ 
 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

Hi Larry (and Everyone) – I appreciate and agree with your desire to take the comments we’ve 
heard at last week’s hearings into consideration.  Toward that end, I followed up with John 
Cronin, Shelter Island Town Engineer about his suggestion to allow design/build installation of 
the new systems. He’s agreed to allow me to share his correspondence with Peter Scully and 
Dorian Dale (below).  This seems to be an option that should also be considered. 
I’m hoping that our next agenda is light so that we can spend time delving into these comments. 
Thanks again.   
 
Andrea  
(631)325-0072 
(631)375-5451 cell 
 
From: John Cronin  
Sent: Friday, June 14, 2019 10:26 AM 
To: Scully, Peter <Peter.Scully@suffolkcountyny.gov>; Dale, Dorian <Dorian.Dale@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: Design Build in NYS 
 
Peter and Dorian, 
 
Enjoyed yesterday’s session, but Suffolk County is faced with an almost untenable challenge in the septic system 
initiative.  This most recently was brought home after a lengthy meeting I had recently with H2M Architects and 
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Engineers and in connection with an effort to convert some 600 systems in the “Center” of Shelter Island as part of a 
pure drinking water initiative. 
 
Pursuant to my suggestion that the County look at such work as “design build” and place nearly all the control of the 
project under the installation contractor, please note that the state has exempted certain entities to operate as such 
and, further to the point, there is a method by which design build can be followed legally in New York.  This is a project 
effort where design build is ideally tailored as the best method of approach.  I outline how design build legally works in 
NYS below: 
 

1. Design‐build services in New York can be provided when the project owner, contractor, and design professional 
sign a three‐way contract.  The contract must expressly segregate design services and provide for payment to 
the design professional for such services (see below regarding payment methodologies). 

2. Such a payment methodology is permissible provided the contract contains a provision which in sum and 
substance states that in the event that payment(s) for professional design services are transmitted to a 
contractor/builder, or a third‐party, by the owner, such contractor/builder or third‐party shall be deemed an 
agent for the purposes of receipt and payment of monies and shall immediately pay such funds to the 
authorized entity or licensed design professional; and that the use of this payment methodology shall not alter 
the duties and responsibilities governing each of the signatories to the contract. 

 
From a more practical standpoint (and as the past owner of a consulting engineering firm), 1000 systems annually with a 
design fee of $2500 per system amounts to total engineering revenues of $2,500,000.  At an hourly billing rate of 
$100/hr, some 25000 man‐hours of work is needed or approximately 12 man‐years of full time effort.  I doubt the local 
small business engineering services sector is positioned to support such an effort without the involvement of some 
serious consulting engineering firm manpower.  Also my assumed hourly billing rate may work for a firm with staff (as a 
salaried staff person may be assigned), but is considered low for a billing rate applicable to a PE licensed principal. 
 
That analysis further assumes the individual engineer has productivity that approaches 2 systems per week.  I believe 
that is overly optimistic since field time is needed both before and after design if the work is to be done 
correctly.  Yesterday the Fuji distributor made an excellent point concerning many jobs that appeared to have been 
designed purely in an office, cookie‐cutter style, and could not be built in the field as designed.  Implied in that is 
pressure to get jobs out the door at a price that may not reflect the needed effort for each site. 
 
Shelter Island Town would be anxious to find a practical way to address the problem we have in the Center, as it is a 
primary impactor of drinking water quality there.  However, much of my investigation to date has uncovered some of 
the issues detailed above.  Approaching the work as design build will not magically correct the supply of licensed 
engineers required for the effort (now partially related to the level of compensation), but it does better position the 
market supply of contractors to adjust to demand because each contractor can better control work flow to their 
engineer.  It also fosters a collaborative relationship between the engineer and contractor, and it includes the property 
owner in that collaboration via a SINGLE contract and point of contact. 
 
John C. Cronin, Jr., P.E. 
Shelter Island Town Engineer 
631 252 1167 cell and text 
 
 
From: Larry Swanson <Larry.Swanson@stonybrook.edu>  
Sent: Saturday, September 7, 2019 6:23 PM 
To: Corral, John <john.corral@suffolkcountyny.gov>; Lansdale, Sarah <Sarah.Lansdale@suffolkcountyny.gov>; Michael 
Kaufman (mkaufmanceq@gmail.com) <mkaufmanceq@gmail.com>; Robert Carpenter, Jr. <Admin@lifb.com>; Tom 
Gulbransen <gulbransen@battelle.org>; andrea spilka <aspilkappl@optonline.net> 
Subject:  
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All: 
 
Before I forget, I want to pass on some things I heard that need not only response but in depth consideration. 
 
There is concern that people will be unfairly “taxed” when they sell or pass on their homes and must put in a new IA 
system.  This is particularly a concern of the old as the sale of their home is their retirement investment.  The loans must 
be extended to cover these situations. 
 
The builders want the loans extended to the construct industry.  This is nonsense as builders will put the cost in the 
construction cost anyway.  They do not need to collect twice. 
 
Maintenance of the IA systems is a concern.  If forced to install, will the county help repair—particularly if one of the 
systems approved by the county is flawed?  How will these systems do in power outages?  What happens in a Sandy 
when the power is out for 10‐15 days? 
This will happen again—that’s a given.  Must the people who put in IAs also have to buy a generator? 
 
The lady who spoke about her small lot size close to sea level will have a very difficult time complying.  How big a 
problem is this?  This type of home is perhaps most in need of an IA system but is it practical to put one in. 
 
The IA systems will be used as a means of population grow out.  We have gone over this many times but now will need 
to be addressed head on.  Long Islanders aren’t dumb.  The county can’t brush this under the table.  The county must 
get the Towns on board that the reduced N per housing unit won’t be used to increase population through 
zoning.  Zoning boards need to be educated as they will fold. 
 
I think the message about the plan and it’s impact on homeowners must be better communicated so that people can 
react.  Some of the speakers were correct that N isn’t the only thing driving poor water quality. 
 
The plan is supposed to be flexible depending on if there is money for implementation etc.  What guarantees are there 
that this will be so?  How will one know when they are off the hook for the program?  What are the plans to keep the 
public informed as to the success of the program and to get the public’s input as we move forward 10‐20 years etc? 
 
These questions and issues need thoughtful responses—not what usually happens in the EIS process (generally, not 
Suffolk County specifically) where they are just sort of casually brushed aside with words. 
 
CEQ must work with Planning and Health to assure in depth analysis so that residents’ concerns are fully addressed. 
 
I want to thank all of the county staff for their help in having a very informative hearing.  As always, John and Christine 
did a wonderful job.  Sarah and Peter being at the hearings shows that the County is taking the process seriously—very 
important. 
 
Thank you to the CEQ members who could come.  I have only included those in my thoughts here.  We can discuss with 
the rest at the next CEQ that will be good. 
 
All the best. 
Larry 
‐‐  
************************************************************************ 
R. Lawrence Swanson  
Associate Dean, School of Marine and Atmospheric Sciences 
Director, Waste Reduction and Management Institute 
Stony Brook University 
Stony Brook, NY 11794-5000 
larry.swanson@stonybrook.edu 
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Caniano, Anthony
Sent: Tuesday, September 3, 2019 11:17 AM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: Septic Upgrades

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Steve Martin [mailto:spmartin@optonline.net]  
Sent: Monday, September 02, 2019 12:27 PM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: Septic Upgrades 
 
 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
Dear Mr. Zegel, 
I am contacting you today to voice my opposition to Suffolk County’s intention to mandate homeowner septic systems 
be upgraded.  
From everything I’ve read, the data presented are projections and estimates. My home is miles from any body of water 
and it is unlikely any nitrogen could leach from my septic system and reach anything.  
All of my children have grown and left Long Island, chiefly because of the taxes and this is yet another tax.  This proposal 
is also quite insidious in that its impact is suffered upon the sale or upgrade to your home, a process that may not be 
realized for 30 years or more. I ask, if this is so important why are you allowing the process to take this long?  Of course 
the answer is that there would be revolt in the streets should you attempt to implement such an absurdity immediately. 
I guess Suffolk county government feels that they can pick the pockets of its homeowners as they leave. Just another 
reason why people want to leave.  
 
Stephen Martin 
6 Hermitage St.  
Wading River 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Caniano, Anthony
Sent: Wednesday, September 4, 2019 12:29 PM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: Septic system upgrade

From: Paulette Martin [mailto:pmbarbie40@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 03, 2019 8:40 PM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: Septic system upgrade 

 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

Dear Mr. Zegel, 

 

I am opposed to Suffolk County’s plan to mandate upgraded homeowner septic systems. 

 

All of the data I’ve read has only projections and estimates of septic system impacts. My home is 
very far from any body of water and I doubt I contribute to any algae bloom.  

 

Long Island continues to suffer from the loss of our youth and our outrageous taxes are a 
contributor.  This is just another tax.   
 
Paulette Martin 
6 Hermitage St.  
Wading River 

 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Caniano, Anthony
Sent: Thursday, September 5, 2019 3:14 PM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: Septic System Comment

From: Robin Appel [mailto:robinappel@verizon.net]  
Sent: Thursday, September 05, 2019 3:10 PM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: FW: Septic System Comment 

 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

Dear Mr. Zegel,  
     I am completely in favor of improving the couinty cesspool sitution, but why can't we install sewer systems with water 
treatment rather than spend a LOT of money for a system that will still have wastewater seeping into our groundwater. 

               Robin Appel  
               Shoreham, NY  
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Zegel, Ken
Sent: Monday, September 9, 2019 9:28 AM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: Residential cesspools

 
 

From: Joseph Sassone [mailto:joesass4@icloud.com]  
Sent: Saturday, September 07, 2019 2:26 PM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov>; sara.ANKER@suffolkcountyny.gov 
Subject: Fwd: Residential cesspools 

 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

 
 
Sent from my iPad 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: Joseph Sassone <joesass4@icloud.com> 
Date: September 7, 2019 at 2:13:27 PM EDT 
To: ken.zegel@suffolkcounty.gov, Sara.ANKER@suffolkcounty.gov 
Subject: Residential cesspools 

Sir, The plan to force residential cesspool upgrades at $20,000 per is nothing short of obscene. It 
will do little to protect the wells if anything at all. Many other remedies are available with less 
cost to the taxpayers. Also technological advances are at our doorstep. Please shelf this foolish 
plan and work for the residents, not against us.   
                          Thank You, 
                           Joseph Sassone  
Sent from my iPad.   124 Magnolia Dr. Rocky Pt. 11778 
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Caniano, Anthony
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 12:44 PM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: Septic System Upgrade (2)

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Josette Perciballi [mailto:josette929@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 10:33 AM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: Septic System Upgrade 
 
 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
Dear Mr. Zegel, 
 
I am aware that the County is on a crusade to protect our water supply which I know is extremely important.  However, 
my question is concerning how the County plans on having the homeowner pay the very ridiculously high price of 
upgrading their systems.  I have heard several versions of how the County expects to accomplish this,  but I would like 
you to explain exactly what the actual plan is. 
Thank you in advance. 
                                                                      Sincerely,  
 
                                                                      Josette Perciballi (Mrs.) 
                                                                      29 East Amber Lane 
                                                                      Wading River, New York 11792 
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Zegel, Ken
Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2019 4:01 PM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: septic systems update

 
 

From: HAWKINS [mailto:dhawkins12@optimum.net]  
Sent: Thursday, September 12, 2019 4:00 PM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: septic systems update 

 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

This message concerns the county's plan to demand homeowner septic system upgrades.  I believe 
in climate change and in order to have cleaner waterways, we need better septic systems.  We do, 
however, pay very high county property taxes, and I feel that the county should foot the bill for at least 
half the cost of a new septic system if the county is demanding that the system be replaced.  There is 
no reason why a homeowner should have to pay $20,000 for a new septic system.  This would raise 
the price of a home when it is put up for sale or the seller would have to take a loss.  When town 
water was proposed for homeowners who still had well water, that was a choice; you could either get 
town water or keep your well.  Putting in a new septic system does not seem to be a choice; it's a 
mandate!  Thank you for your time. 

Nancy Hawkins 

Wading  River, NY 
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Zegel, Ken
Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 10:33 AM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: Cesspool

 
 

From: McMullan [mailto:stewartpm@optonline.net]  
Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 10:33 AM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: Cesspool 

 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

Mr. Ken Zegel: 

I am appalled that our legislators think that the new Cesspool proposal is a good idea.  Everyone fully 
understands the needs to protect our water source but this is an overreach.   It is putting a 
tremendous financial burden on families that already are struggling to make ends meet on Long 
Island.   

I would appreciate you forwarding my e-mail to all those involved in the decision process. 

Thank you, 

Stewart McMullan 

12 Russell Drive 

Wading River, NY  11792 

631 886-2346 
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Zegel, Ken
Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 5:18 PM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: 20K Septic Systems

 
 

From: Edna Giffen [mailto:egiffen46@optonline.net]  
Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 12:29 PM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: 20K Septic Systems 
 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

Dear Mr. Zegel,  
                 
                I am deeply concerned about this County Wastewater Plan.  From what I have read I do not see clearly stated 
that this system will in fact preform the way that is expected.  Also $20,000 would only be the beginning as there is 
there will be an increase in the monthly electrical bill.  I also do not see any discussion as to how else the nitrogen clean‐
up will occur.  Articles have frequently been written that the nitrogen in fertilizers are a major contributor, as is runoff 
from roads.   I do believe in science and the need for improvement, but I do not see by the “Draft of the General 
Environmental Impact Statement” that such improvement will definitely occur.  All of us who live in non‐sewer sections 
of Suffolk County should become experimental stations for a very expensive system.  In 5 years after some people have 
been forced or voluntarily put this system in will the statement be made “oh, well, the system is not working as 
expected therefore there is no need for others to put the system in as we now have a better system.”   There are too 
many unanswered questions.  Edna Giffen, Mt. Sinai 
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Ginger Johnson <gingerjohnson19@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, September 14, 2019 9:27 AM
To: Zegel, Ken
Subject: opposition to proposed septic system changes

 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

Dear Mr. Zegel, 
 
I am writing to express my opposition to the proposed county law that would require homeowners to replace 
their cesspools with a new septic system upon selling their home at a cost of approximately $20,000. 
 
This proposal is excessively burdensome on homeowners and will result in tremendous hardship for those who 
need to sell their home.  It also seems to be placing the blame of the water pollution present in Suffolk County 
upon home owners rather than on the primary culprits, sod farms and agriculture lands excessive and 
indiscriminate use of fertilizers.   
 
In addition government leaders and town planners have failed to progress with the times and improve drainage 
and inadequate public wastewater treatment plants claiming that it is too expensive.  It is a problem that should 
be budgeted for and addressed one neighborhood at a time beginning with those that are closest to the shores 
and other water systems that are in jeopardy.   
 
Also, new zoning regulations should be put in place to require residential and commercial developers to utilize 
improved wastewater systems and create water treatment facilities upon construction.  Legislators could also 
consider laws that would limit the sell and use of certain fertilizers and other pollutants in Suffolk 
county.  Stricter laws could also be considered for lawn care companies who service both residential and 
commercial properties limiting the products that they are allowed to use, as well.   
 
Finally, educating the public on the role that they can play in improving the water quality by avoiding use of 
certain products needs to improve and be more specific.  We continually hear about the problem with our water 
in the news but the information about specific ways we can address it by avoiding use of certain products and 
changing our behaviors is rarely mentioned.  Education needs to be simple, explicit, and direct.  Inform us of 
the names of the materials and products we should not be using and suggest alternate methods.   
 
Respectfully, 
Ginger Johnson, Shoreham 



From: Zegel, Ken
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: Cesspool Regulation Proposal Comment
Date: Monday, September 16, 2019 9:32:42 AM

 
 

From: VINCENT RUGNETTA [mailto:vcr712@comcast.net] 
Sent: Sunday, September 15, 2019 11:02 AM
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov>
Subject: Cesspool Regulation Proposal Comment
 

ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from
unknown senders or unexpected emails.

Mr. Zegel,

 

Like wind power and solar power we must begin to find alternatives to the manner in
which we interact with our environment to protect it for the health and well being of
future generations.   I/A OWTS appears to be an alternative to building multi- billion
dollar sewer and waste water projects throughout the county.  Having mini-
wastewater treatment facilities at each home instead of cesspools is a start even
though it will cost homeowners.  At least some systems should be installed and tested
over the long term to see their effectiveness.  A gradual implementation of I/A OWTS
or future, effective technology is a direction that the county should be driving towards.

 

Whether we pay now for more effective on-site residential/commercial systems or
later through increased taxes for massive community wastewater treatment facilities,
we are still going to have to pay.  

 

I support the County's efforts in addressing our wastewater/drinking water health
issue.

 

Vincent C. Rugnetta

36 Creek Road

Wading River

mailto:Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov
mailto:Anthony.Caniano@suffolkcountyny.gov
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Caniano, Anthony
Sent: Thursday, August 29, 2019 2:59 PM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: $20k Septic Systems

From: john gladysz [mailto:johngladysz@yahoo.com]  
Sent: Thursday, August 29, 2019 2:49 PM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: $20k Septic Systems 

 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

 
Dear Ken, 
 
I am retired from 38 years working for the Health Department and have experience in all areas of water 
protection. The proposed "theft" of adding a $20,000 penalty is not warranted by the science of protecting the 
water of Suffolk County. It is more likely the brain child of a "so-called " environmental expert with little or no 
real experience in protecting our environment. I have a bachelor of science in biology and a Master of Science 
in Environmental studies. I have inspected STP's and reviewed water smpling results from all over our county. 
The science does not support such a money grab. It appears our politicians think they have stubbled upon a new 
source of revenue to line their coffers with.  
As an engineer, I call upon your integrity not to support this insanity. 
 
Sincerely, 
John A. Gladysz, retired Hearing Officer and Associated Sanitarian  
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Caniano, Anthony
Sent: Thursday, September 5, 2019 10:24 AM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: NEW SEPTIC SYSTEMS

From: Padre736 [mailto:padre736@aol.com]  
Sent: Thursday, September 05, 2019 9:38 AM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: NEW SEPTIC SYSTEMS 

 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

 
THIS IS AN ABSOLUTE DISGRACE; ANOTHER GOVERNMENT PROGRAM BORN OUT OF ARROGANCE AND 
STUPIDITY. THIS WILL RESULT IN SUFFOLK COUNTY BEING THE CAPITAL OF ZOMBIE HOMES. 
 
PROPERTY  VALUES WILL FALL; THE ELDERLY SUCH AS MY 91 YEAR OLD MOM COULD NEVER AFFORD THIS 
AND NEITHER WILL HER ESTATE. WHO WOULD EVEN CONSIDER MOVING INTO AND AREA WITH THIS 
NONSENSE. HAVE LIVED IN SMITHTOWN FOR OVER 45 YRS. HAD MY CESSPOOL DRAINED THREE TIMES; THIS 
WILL INCREASE MANY TIMES OVER WITH THIS NEW SYSTEM. 
SORRY I MOVED HERE; ONCE THIS WAS THE BELL OF NEW YORK REAL ESTATE - NO LONGER. 
IF THIS PASSES YOU WILL SEE SUFFOLK COUNTY BECOME THE CAPITAL OF ZOMBIE HOMES. SUFFOLK 
COUNTY WILL BECOME "THE BRONX".  IN ADDITION THEIR WILL BE MANY HOMES WHERE ELECTRICAL FIRES 
WILL ARISE FROM " A CARELESS NATURE". THE OWNER WILL TAKE THE INSURANCE MONEY AND WALK 
AWAY. 
 
 THE GOVERNMENT A HOME FOR PEOPLE WHO THINK THEY KNOW EVERYTHING ABOUT EVERYTHING BUT - 
IT JUST IS NOT SO!!! 
 
                                                                                TOM DISTEFANO 
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Zegel, Ken
Sent: Monday, September 9, 2019 9:31 AM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: Septic system upgrades

 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Adeline Ayres [mailto:adeline.ayres@ymail.com]  
Sent: Friday, September 06, 2019 5:29 PM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: Septic system upgrades 
 
 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
To whom it may concern: 
 
My husband and I have been lifelong residents of Long Island . For the first time in our lives we are seriously considering 
leaving Long Island and maybe even the state of New York. The reason being we are ready to retire, we are considered 
upper middle class, and we feel that Long Island has become too expensive to live. Making people replace their fully 
functioning septic system just because they are selling or buying a home is an undue hardship. We own a large home 
and we're contemplating downsizing ,that would most likely mean we would take a hit on selling our house and another 
to replace the system in the new house we move to, depending on how the deals worked out. The research we have 
done shows this "upgrade" won't make much of an environmental difference. We can understand any new construction 
or when a system that fails needs to be replaced having to purchase the 20,000 dollar upgrade but for no other 
circumstance. Besides the $20,000 bill there is also collateral damage .Replacing sprinklers,lawn,walkways etc. , the total 
can be staggering. I can't imagine families less fortunate then us being burdened with this major expense. We believe 
instituting this demand will negatively affect the housing market and will force what would be first home buyers to wait 
even longer to purchase a home if at all. People selling large homes such as myself are finding them hard to sell because 
our property taxes are through the roof .If this septic upgrade is added it will make it worse. 
We recently discovered that our 15 yr old air conditioning system will also have to be replaced for environmental 
reasons because the freon needed for our current systems will no longer be available.That upgrade estimate we have 
been given is $30,000. The peconic tax that needs to be paid for environmental reasons upon the sale of my house is 
also a major deterrent to buyers. 
     Although the environment is a major concern for long islanders there are other options available. Maybe outlawing all 
the fertilizers and pesticides we dump on our lawns every year or enforcing that they should be organic. Make these 
new changes through attrition. Maybe if the majority of our school taxes ($16,000) didn't go to a school system that 
supports and enables illegal immigrants we would have more money to protect our environment.  
     There are so many reasons why Long Island is getting too expensive ,but we feel imposing this septic upgrade is 
incredulous and may be the deciding factor as to wether we should take our income elsewhere. Take our hard earned 
pensions and savings and give them to a state that won't take us over the coals. Please listen to the people and not to 
politicians making deals. 
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Sincerely, 
Adeline and Gary Kuhnle 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 



1

Caniano, Anthony

From: Zegel, Ken
Sent: Monday, September 9, 2019 9:30 AM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: $20K Septic System

 
 

From: philip denoto [mailto:pdenoto@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Saturday, September 07, 2019 8:28 AM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: $20K Septic System 

 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

Mr. Zegel, 
 
Please do not allow $20K septic system to become a reality. The Democratic party's idea of making it mandatory to 
spend $20K to add a septic system to be able to sell one’s house is the worst idea out of government I have seen in quite 
some time. There is no justifiable reason to do this and if the Democratic party really believes it is needed, put it on the 
ballot and let people vote on the merit. This dumb idea should not be jammed down homeowners throats. 
 
Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 
 
Regards, 
 
Philip De Noto 
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Zegel, Ken
Sent: Monday, September 9, 2019 1:02 PM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: Subwataersheds Wastewater Plan

 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: teaparty101 [mailto:teaparty101@optonline.net]  
Sent: Monday, September 09, 2019 1:02 PM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: Subwataersheds Wastewater Plan 
 
 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
I am writing to oppose the above Suffolk County mini sewage‐treatment plants.   
 
The cost of the installation and maintenance fees are unsustainable.  Our property values will decrease, as it will be 
difficult selling due to the costs, added on to the Long Island cost of living.  Also, based on testimonies from 
environmental experts, there are more minuses than pluses.  Anyone with any knowledge knows that this is a plan for 
overdevelopment by politicians and special interest groups.  We just have to follow the money.   
 
BURIED IN SECTION 8 OF ‘SUFFOLK COUNTY’S COMPREHENSIVE WATER RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PLAN’ IT CALLS FOR 
WAYS TO STIMULATE DEVELOPMENT TO PROMOTE ECONOMIC GROWTH AND STABILITY.  THIS BUREAUCRATIC CODE 
TRANSLATES INTO THE CREATION OF SEWERS, WHICH IN TURN, ALLOWS FOR MORE DEVELOPMENTAL DENSITY. 
 
Even the SCWA opposed the water bill surcharge as nitrogen is not a top concern in drinking water. 
 
For the above reasons and many more, I am requesting that this plan not be approved. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Natalie Allegato 
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Zegel, Ken
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 3:12 PM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: Re. mini sewage-treatment plants

 
 

From: markkr1818@gmail.com [mailto:markkr1818@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, September 09, 2019 10:19 PM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: Re. mini sewage‐treatment plants 
 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

Dear Mr. K. Zegel, 
 
I have study carefully plan for the Subwatersheds Wastewater mandatory installation in the Suffolk County and I came 
to the following conclusion: 

1. Environmental benefits of this program would be minimal if any. Compare to the other sources of contamination
(fertilizers, nitrogen in the air, pollution from the Suffolk County overdevelopment, 
Inferior drainage system etc.) there will be no significant improvement in the Public Health conditions; 

2. I found that there were done insignificant scientific study, research and data collection for justification of this 
program 

3. In many cases installation of those devices will negatively impact established landscaping 
arrangement  significant additional owner’s cost.  

4. This project will be associated with unaffordable cost that would be unbearable burden for the people of the 
Suffolk County, especially for senior people with income limitations as well as for young homeowners. 
 

Summarizing above said I object this unproductive and costly project.  
Please take my opinion into considerations for your future actions. 
 
Sincerely, 
Mark Krichever 
26 Carldon Lane 
Hauppauge, NY 11788 
Phone: 631‐265‐6739 
Email: markkr1818@gmail.com 
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Caniano, Anthony
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 12:27 PM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: i object!

From: Zaltsman, Alexander [mailto:zaltsman@bnl.gov]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 10:11 AM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: i object! 
 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

I totally object this action! 
 
Stop! 
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Zegel, Ken
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 12:06 PM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: cesspools

 
 

From: Elyse Rockowitz [mailto:ERockowitz@familyres.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 11:07 AM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: cesspools 
 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

Just another nail in the coffin for people of Suffolk county.  As a senior citizen who would like to be able to continue to 
reside in my house, i am against this cesspool plan.  Understood that it will affect home sales but i believe it is also going 
to affect those who will need to replace their existing cesspools should the need arise.  And what maintenance costs will 
then be incurred once the new septic system is in place?  What other more cost effective solutions have been 
explored?  What about run off, the use of fertilizers for lawns, etc. etc?   

===============================================================================
====================== CONFIDENTIAL COMMUNICATION THIS TRANSMISSION IS 
INTENDED ONLY FOR THE INDIVIDUAL OR ENTITY TO WHICH IT IS ADDRESSED AND 
CONTAINS INFORMATION THAT IS CONFIDENTIAL. IF YOU HAVE RECEIVED THIS 
COMMUNICATION IN ERROR, PLEASE DESTROY THE MATERIALS AND CONTACT THE SENDER 
IMMEDIATELY AT Family Residences and Essential Enterprises, Inc. 516-870-1600. THIS INFORMATION 
HAS BEEN DISCLOSED TO YOU FROM CONFIDENTIAL RECORDS AND IS PROTECTED BY 
FEDERAL AND STATE LAW. THIS INFORMATION MAY INCLUDE CONFIDENTIAL MENTAL 
HEALTH, SUBSTANCE ABUSE, ALCOHOL ABUSE AND/OR HIV-RELATED INFORMATION. 
FEDERAL AND STATE LAW PROHIBITS YOU FROM MAKING ANY FURTHER DISCLOSURE OF 
THIS INFORMATION WITHOUT THE SPECIFIC WRITTEN CONSENT OF THE PERSON TO WHOM IT 
PERTAINS, OR AS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY LAW. ANY UNAUTHORIZED FURTHER 
DISCLOSURE IN VIOLATION OF THE LAW MAY RESULT IN A FINE OR JAIL SENTENCE OR BOTH. 
A GENERAL AUTHORIZATION FOR THE RELEASE OF THIS INFORMATION MAY NOT BE 
SUFFICIENT AUTHORIZATION FOR FURTHER DISCLOSURE. 
===============================================================================
======================  
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Zegel, Ken
Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2019 9:57 AM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: Proposed septic systems.

 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: jimmangelli [mailto:jimmangelli@gmail.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 10, 2019 6:45 PM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Cc: idamangelli@hotmail.com; jimmangelli@hotmail.com 
Subject: Proposed septic systems. 
 
 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 
 
 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
My wife and I are strongly opposed to the proposed septic system requirement.  Between this and the current Peconic 
Bay tax first time home buyers will not be able to purchase homes. Sellers will be greatly impacted and forced to 
dramatically lower the price of their homes for sale. 
Please do not allow this regulation to be law. 
Thank you 
 
Sent from my iPad 



1

Caniano, Anthony

From: Zegel, Ken
Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2019 10:34 AM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: Cesspools in Suffolk

 
 
From: R Tappero [mailto:rtappero@gmail.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, September 11, 2019 10:26 AM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: Cesspools in Suffolk 

 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

Dear Ken Zegel P.E., 
 
I am writing to comment about Suffolk county's plan to demand homeowner septic system upgrades.  As a new 
homeowner, I am struggling to keep up with the increased taxes and maintenance costs.  Other young 
colleagues of mine at Brookhaven National Lab are struggling with the same problem.  It costs too much to stay 
on LI.  And this is making talent acquisition difficult- even for STEM jobs. 
 
I would also like to mention that I am a Soil Chemist and deal with soil, water and air quality issues in my 
research.  In fact, I was employed by the CA Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) for a number of 
years.  As a Ph.D. level scientist who specializes in soil and water quality, I have little concern about subsurface 
residential wastewater treatment in a relatively low-density area such as Suffolk County (despite sandy soils and 
perched water). 
 
I hope you will consider all the impacts of this plan to demand septic system upgrades. 
 
Kind regards, 
Ryan Tappero 
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Chris Klassert <cklassert@cvdequipment.com>
Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 8:12 PM
To: Zegel, Ken
Cc: Chris Klassert
Subject: SUBWATERSHEDS WASTEWATER PLAN

 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

Mr. Ken Zegel, 
 
I am writing you in regard to the Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan. 
I am a Suffolk County property owner with 1.5 acres in Center Moriches north of Montauk 
Highway. 
I have a septic system that is properly sized for the dwelling which has been operating for 
many years. 
I have one bathroom and laundry room in the house. 
I find this Subwatersheds Wastewater Plan to be nothing more than a Trojan horse which will 
pave the way for more development. 
I as well as the many people that I have discussed this with are firmly against this plan. 
All I can do at this time is hope that the Suffolk County government officials involved with this 
ill‐conceived plan come to their senses. 
The initial installation cost of 20K dollars and subsequent annual maintenance costs are going 
to break the backs of all Suffolk County residents. 
If at all possible, see to it that this plan never sees the light of day. 
 
Regards, 
 
Chris Klassert 
Tel: 631.874.4755 
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Caniano, Anthony

From: sorento0222@1791.com
Sent: Friday, September 13, 2019 11:24 PM
To: Zegel, Ken
Subject: COMMENT - S.C. Subwatershed Wastewater Plan

 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

Dear Mr. Zegel, 
  
The following reasons why I am opposed to the SWP, Suffolk 
County Subwatershed Wastewater Plan. 
  
The high cost of installing the system. 
The high cost of maintaining the system. 
The electric costs to operate the system. 
The additional taxes, whether it be on our water bills or some other 
form, how much more can we take? 
The constant pumping out of the system, of which 34 years in my 
home, I've only had to empty my septic system once and that was 
due to a faulty toilet. 
The complete destruction of our landscaping. 
The fact that we'll have to be looking at those sightly manhole 
covers on our property for eternity. 
The fact that those grants aren't free, they come with a 1099 
statement. 
The fact that our property values will most likely decrease. 
The fact that we're well aware of the demand for more density on 
the island, which will add to the pollution/NITROGEN issues, that 
they're blaming our cesspools/septic tanks for. 
The fact that these systems haven't had ample time to be studied 
and tested for a long period of time, to deem them adequate at all. 
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The fact that there is no proof that our cesspools/septic systems are 
contributing to the NITROGEN levels in our waters. 
The fact that we have over 199 sewer treatment plants in Suffolk 
County alone, that ARE contributing to the NITROGEN problem.  
The fact is, we know that the sewer treatment plants are not able to 
eliminate the NITROGEN completely, if at all, after being 
discharged into the waters or our ground water. 
The fact that Peter Scully, Suffolk deputy county executive, said, 
"that he expected the conversation to take place over 
several years, saying that the county first wanted to see 
the approved systems develop a track record of success." 
(Newsday - 4/26/18) 
  
SO WHAT'S  WITH THE RUSH ALL OF A SUDDEN??? 
  
So, let's fix the issue with our current sewer treatment plants, which 
are proven to be contributing to the pollution/NITROGEN in our 
waters, before we make another decision that could cause 
irreversible effects on our precious island and the homeowners. 
  
Thank you for your time. 
  
Sincerely, 
deborah 
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Jim Soviero <jamessoviero@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, September 14, 2019 1:24 PM
To: Zegel, Ken
Subject: Low nitrogen systems

 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

Dear Mr. Zegel, 
 
As many of us learn some troubling details regarding the cost and installation of these low nitrogen systems, it 
would seem in the very best interest of all concerned, but especially LI homeowners, to allow for more very 
public notice of any future meetings.   
Here's one example: 
How many, already heavily taxed Suffolk County residents understand that these $20,000 + systems, not 
including yearly maintenance, come with only a three year warranty?   How would that compare to their 
experiences with septic and cesspool systems that have lasted, without problems, for decades? 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jim Soviero 
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Zegel, Ken
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 9:31 AM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: proposed mandated nitrogen abatement  for existing homes

 
 
From: Harold Moskowitz [mailto:springwood14@aol.com]  
Sent: Sunday, September 15, 2019 9:07 PM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: Fwd: proposed mandated nitrogen abatement for existing homes 

 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Harold Moskowitz <springwood14@aol.com> 
To: ken.zegel <ken.zegel@health.ny.gov> 
Sent: Sat, Sep 14, 2019 10:29 pm 
Subject: Fwd: proposed mandated nitrogen abatement for existing homes 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Harold Moskowitz <springwood14@aol.com> 
To: ken.zegel <ken.zegel@suffolkcounty.gov> 
Sent: Sat, Sep 14, 2019 12:44 am 
Subject: proposed mandated nitrogen abatement for existing homes 

Dear Sir, 
 
     The first cesspool that was installed for a home would have been installed as close as allowable to the foundation and 
in as straight as possible in line with the waste pipe leaving the home.  An overflow pool would have been installed a little 
further away.  If the home is currently using a  replacement cesspool and over flow pool, they are still further away from 
the waste pipe exiting the home.  Please keep in mind that at the time of installation of those two cesspools and overflow 
pools, the toilets had a 6.0 gallon toilet tank.  Toilets today have a 1.2 gallon flush tank! 
 
     If the mandated new system is installed, it can't go where the previously used and now filled in cesspools and overflow 
pools were installed. It also can't go under the driveway.  Therefore it would have to be installed in the opposite side of the 
front yard from where the original cesspool had been installed.  This makes for a considerably longer run of waste piping 
and not necessarily without sharp curves in the line.  A 1.2 gallon flush will not carry the solid waste the required 
distance.  Waste will inevitably collect in the waste line  leading to backups.  This would especially be the case where 
solid waste accumulated in the waste line before having to negotiate curves in the line and dried out from periods of non-
use such as vacations or spending  extended stays away from home. 
 
  If this is mandated and the people face plumbing back ups on a fairly regular basis, there will be a lot of unhappy, even 
angry Suffolk County residents.  Perhaps this whole venture should be rethought  and further studied from all angles and 
perspectives for all possible ramifications before it comes back to haunt the people who forced it onto Suffolk residents.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Harold Moskowitz 
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Zegel, Ken
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 9:21 AM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: Septic System Proposal Is a Bad Idea

Importance: High

 
 

From: jkfooddetective@optonline.net [mailto:jkfooddetective@optonline.net]  
Sent: Sunday, September 15, 2019 11:03 PM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Cc: jkfooddetective@optonline.net 
Subject: Septic System Proposal Is a Bad Idea 
Importance: High 
 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

Ken, 
 
I have to say, I am all for conservation and recycling.  The proposed Septic System Plan to force homeowners selling their 
home to replace a cesspool with a Septic System is ridiculous.  I sold my home in Riverhead Town five years ago which 
decreased the income because of the Peconic Tax.  Now Suffolk County is considering tacking on this Septic System 
Plan.  Do you want any of the kids to live on Long Island?  The number I hear is over $20,000.00.  That could be the 
difference which would keep a home buyer from paying PMI insurance.  There has to be another alternative.  How about 
banning fertilizer that contaminates the water supply?  At least this won’t decimate the real estate market on Long 
Island.  People will have to pay a little more but the results would be so much more beneficial.   
 
PLEASE DO NOT TRY TO SNEEK THIS IN WHILE NO ONE IS PAYING ATTENTION.  THIS SHOULD BE PUT ON A BALLET NOT 
VOTED IN BY SOME COMMITTEE.  
 
I’d appreciate a response. 
 
Thank you. 
 
Jim Klein 
jkfooddetective@optonline.net      
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Zegel, Ken
Sent: Monday, September 16, 2019 9:20 AM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: Cesspool Comment 

 
 

From: Deborah Keller [mailto:handsdownmassage@hotmail.com]  
Sent: Sunday, September 15, 2019 11:56 PM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: Cesspool Comment  

 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

As a constituent and tax payer for District 1 Long Island, I am voicing my concerns over the cesspool issue. I 
heard that it is under consideration to demand homeowners to upgrade their septic systems at considerable 
expense ($20,000.) . Although I am well aware of the fragile nature of our aquifers, and the impact cesspools 
have on the health/or quality of life for all of Long Island, I am particularly concerned of the difficulty for 
Seniors living on fixed incomes to afford these upgrades. 
 
Why have the Public not been alerted until the "Midnight" hour? I see that the SC Department of Health 
Services has been considering this since 2016!!  
 
Shamelessly, government is keeping silent on issues that impact pocketbooks, working behind the scenes, 
adverising enough to avoid litigation, so  laws can be enacted on unsuspecting Americans! 
 
I think it behooves you to extend the comment period, and conduct a survey of a broad base of residents to 
find out what is wanted!  
 
We need offers of viable financing incentives and solutions for funding big ticket items such as a septic system 
overhaul, similar to Solar Panels in the 1970s ‐ 1980's!! 
 
I look forward to your reply, 
Deborah Keller 
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Caniano, Anthony

From: Zegel, Ken
Sent: Wednesday, September 18, 2019 12:21 PM
To: Caniano, Anthony
Subject: FW: SUBWATERSHEDS WASTEWATER PLAN

 
 
From: tymforruth@aol.com [mailto:tymforruth@aol.com]  
Sent: Tuesday, September 17, 2019 8:09 PM 
To: Zegel, Ken <Ken.Zegel@suffolkcountyny.gov> 
Subject: Fwd: SUBWATERSHEDS WASTEWATER PLAN 

 
 
ATTENTION: This email came from an external source. Do not open attachments or click on links from unknown senders 
or unexpected emails. 

 

-----Original Message----- 
From: tymforruth <tymforruth@aol.com> 
To: ken.zegel <ken.zegel@suffolkcounty.gov> 
Sent: Fri, Sep 13, 2019 11:32 pm 
Subject: SUBWATERSHEDS WASTEWATER PLAN 

Dear Mr. Zegel,  
 
This is just another scheme to milk us dry for an overpriced, unproven, feel good 
scheme, that will cost us more money we don't have. Not unlike our cesspool 
boondoggle for those who would bankrupt its citizens for more unproven costly 
nonsense! How much more are we to take? Red light cameras, Cuomo's grants for high 
density housing, that clear cuts our trees, while giving tax abatements for years and 
grants, claiming need for affordable housing, what a joke @ $2,000/mo for a 1 
bedroom! Then to add insult to injury, cut more trees down for solar farms and grant 
high density housing that drains our aquifers and adds to the effluent problems; and you 
want us to believe they care about the environment? Who is getting all our money, 
which gets handed out in grants and higher taxes? Grants are not free money! It is our 
taxpayer money! Grant money, that is a misnomer!" "The county hasn't proven that sewers or advanced 
systems have improved water quality in areas where they have been installed. The focus on nitrogen would ALLOW MORE 
DEVELOPMENT AND LEAD TO A DEPLETED AQUIFER."  
 
Sincerely, 
Ruth Andrews 
Pt Jeff Sta, NY 







10/11/19 

 

To Ken Zegel, PE, Associate Public Health Engineer Suffolk County Department of Health Services. 

Office of Ecology, 360 Yaphank Avenue Suite 2b Yaphank, NY 11980 

 

Dear Mr. Zegel, 

 

     I am a lifetime commercial fisherman with permits to harvest most of the species taken commercially 
in Long Island Sound. In the past I have participated in scientific studies and been defined as a life 
trained ecologist by some of the scientists involved. That comes from paying close attention to many 
marine species and their environments for decades a couple hundred days a year.  

    When I saw the Newsday article headline attached on page 1-20 of your document I cringed. It is a 
blatant example of hyperbole by a scientist that I know to have made questionable comments on other 
ecosystem related subjects before. 

    Let’s give the wild species a little more credit. For one thing Coastal Waters are defined as the 
interface between terrestrial environments and the oceans. Estuaries such as Long Island Sound are 
Coastal Waters. The fish kills I have seen only involve one particular species of fish, menhaden. The 
many other species of fish in these coastal waters navigate the water quality hazards almost without any 
problems. Wild fish absolutely have the ability to sense water quality problems and avoid them. At times 
there are obstructions due to natural estuary dead ends and tidal traps. To have a clip of hyperbole that 
describes two thirds of Long Island’s coastal water lacking oxygen for fish to survive without a proper 
ecology explanation attached is an embarrassment for your document. It makes me wonder as a reader 
how much of the content that I am not an expert on can be trusted to be accurate. 

  On another subject, cesspools are well known to have an ammonium saturation of the nearby soils to 
the CEC. I have read some of the few studies that make estimates on how much Nitrogen may be stored 
in the soil around cesspools. The breakdown to nitrates and nitrites to allow the transport with 
groundwater has many variables. In the absence of actually digging up the toxic plume in the ground 
surrounding a cesspool when it is abandoned for a sewer hookup or nutrient removing onsite system, 
we need to be realistic about how much is stored in the ground. The very limited science on this subject 
leads me to believe it is desired to keep this problem a secret. I understand it is impractical to dig up a 
huge hole but the problem needs to be public information. Bioremediation with seaweed and shellfish 
should be a much bigger priority and considered as a stop gap measure while the land based 
improvements are stalled. Located in the back estuaries bioremediation may be the most cost effective 
way to work on the legacy of nutrients stored in the ground. It needs to be highlighted as a realistic 
practical solution for the near future and listed as a funding priority since it has a hardship to be 
profitable under the guidelines where it could be properly documented for water quality 
credits/nutrient removal. 

Regards, Tor Vincent 









L A I D  O N  T H E  T A B L E  N O V E M B E R  6 ,  2 0 1 9  
LADS REPORT PREPARED BY: 

Keisha Jacobs 
 

1945. Approving County funding for a contract agency (Holbrook Chamber of Commerce). 
(Lindsay) BUDGET AND FINANCE 

  
1946. Authorizing appraisal of land under the Suffolk County Drinking Water Protection 

Program, as amended by Local Law No. 24-2007, Van Middelem property – Town 
of Brookhaven (SCTM No. 0200-068.00-04.00-006.000). (Anker) ENVIRONMENT, 
PLANNING AND AGRICULTURE 

  
1947. To reappoint Deborah Schaarschmidt as a member of the Suffolk County Citizens 

Advisory Board for the Arts. (Kennedy) ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 
  
1948. Reappointing member to the Judicial Facilities Agency (Martin R. Cantor).  Pres. 

Off.) WAYS & MEANS 
  
1949. Reappointing Terrence G. Pearsall, Sr. as a member of the Suffolk County 

Vanderbilt Museum Commission (Trustee No. 1). (Pres. Off.) PARKS & 
RECREATION 

  
1950. Reappointing Thomas D. Glascock as a member of the Suffolk County Vanderbilt 

Museum Commission (Trustee No. 9). (Pres. Off.) PARKS & RECREATION 
  
1951. Reappointing Anthony Guarnaschelli as a member of the Suffolk County Vanderbilt 

Museum Commission (Trustee No. 10). (Pres. Off.) PARKS & RECREATION 
  
1952. Reappointing Gretchen Oldrin-Mones as a member of the Suffolk County Vanderbilt 

Museum Commission (Trustee No. 2). (Hahn) PARKS & RECREATIO N 
  
1953. Appointing Robert G.  Keller as a member of the Suffolk County Vanderbilt Museum 

Commission (Trustee No. 8). (Spencer) PARKS & RECREATION 
  
1954. Authorizing a certain technical correction to adopted Resolution No. 932-2019, 

Amending the Suffolk County Classification and Salary Plan in connection with a 
new position title in the County Legislature: Senior Legislative Assistant. (Pres. Off.) 
WAYS & MEANS   

  
1955. Adopting Local Law No. -2019, A Charter Law to clarify the County’s Residency 

Requirement. (Pres. Off.) GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, PERSONNEL, 
INFORMATION TECH & HOUSING 

  
1956. Making a SEQRA determination in connection with the proposed improvements to 

CR 97, Nicolls Road, at New York State Route 25A, CP 5512, Town of Brookhaven. 
(Pres. Off.) ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND AGRICULTURE 

  
1957. Making a revised SEQRA determination in connection with the revised project 

formerly known as the Sanitary Pumping Station and Force Main Piping System for 
the planned Ronkonkoma Hub Development, Town of Brookhaven, Town of Islip, 
Village of Islandia. (Pres. Off.) ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND AGRICULTURE 
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1958. Sale of County-owned real estate pursuant to Local Law No. 13-1976 Pooran 

Dukharan (SCTM No. 0100-141.00-03.00-046.001). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS   
  
1959. Amending the 2019 Operating Budget and accepting and appropriating unspent 

prior year grant funds for the Edward Byrne Justice Assistance Grant. (Co. Exec.) 
PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
1960. Authorizing the County Executive to execute a Foreign Trade Zone Operating 

Agreement with Regent Tek Industries, Inc. (Co. Exec.) ECONOMIC 
DEVELOPMENT 

  
1961. Authorizing certain technical corrections to Adopted Resolution No. 1193-2018. (Co. 

Exec.) WAYS & MEANS   
  
1962. Authorizing the sale, pursuant to Local Law No. 16-1976, of real property acquired 

under Section 46 of the Suffolk County Tax Act Michelle Aleo Carroll f/k/a Michelle 
Aleo Fitzpatrick (SCTM No. 0200-651.00-01.00-034.000). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & 
MEANS   

  
1963. Authorizing the sale, pursuant to Local Law No. 16-1976, of real property acquired 

under Section 46 of the Suffolk County Tax Act KMC Real Estate Holdings, LLC 
(SCTM No.  0500-346.00-01.00-080.000). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS   

  
1964. Authorizing the sale, pursuant to Local Law No. 16-1976, of real property acquired 

under Section 46 of the Suffolk County Tax Act Gerard D. Ferdinand, Francoise 
Anne Th. Colas Ferdinand and Alaine Colas (SCTM No. 0100-165.00-01.00-
025.000). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS   

  
1965. Authorizing the sale, pursuant to Local Law No. 16-1976, of real property acquired 

under Section 46 of the Suffolk County Tax Act Anna Kling (SCTM No.  0500-
365.00-02.00-023.000). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS   

  
1966. Accepting and appropriating federal funding in the amount of $37,298 from the 

United States Department of Justice, Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA) for 
the Suffolk County District Attorney’s Office participation in the DEA Long Island 
Task Force. (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
1967. Appropriating funds in connection with Dredging of County Waters (CP 5200). (Co. 

Exec.) **ADOPTED WITH C/N ON 11/6/2019** 
  
1968. To readjust, compromise, and grant refunds and charge-backs on real property 

correction of errors by: County Legislature (Control No. 1087-2019). (Co. Exec.) 
BUDGET AND FINANCE 

  
1969. Accepting New York State and Municipal (SAM) capital grant funding, amending the 

2019 Capital Budget and Program and appropriating funds in connection with 
Development of Blue Point Laundry Site (CP 8244). (Calarco) PUBLIC WORKS, 
TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY 

  
1970. Extending the BOMARC Property Task Force. (Pres. Off.) WAYS & MEANS   
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1971. Accepting and appropriating 100% grant funds received from the New York State 
Division of Criminal Justice Services in the amount of $283,210 to the Suffolk 
County District Attorney’s Office, for the Motor Vehicle Theft and Insurance Fraud 
Prevention grant program. (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
1972. Appropriating PAYGO funds and amending the 2019 Capital Budget and Program 

for Upgrading Critical Support and Operating Systems in the County Clerk’s Office 
(CP 1826). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS   

  
1973. Authorizing the transfer of certain properties from the Suffolk County Department of 

Public Works to the Suffolk County Department of Parks, Recreation and 
Conservation (SCTM No. 0800-154.00-04.00-001.004). (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC 
WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY 

  
1974. Authorizing the transfer of certain properties from the Suffolk County Department of 

Public Works, Sewer District No. 22 to the Suffolk County Department of Parks, 
Recreation and Conservation (SCTM No. 0800-154.00-04.00-001.006). (Co. Exec.) 
PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY   

  
1975. Authorizing the acquisition of a portion of a certain parcel of real property having a 

Suffolk County Tax Map Identification Number of District 0800 Section 009.00 Block 
01.00 Lot 008.000 for sewage treatment, transfer, and pumping purposes and 
requesting conveyance of same from the Town of Smithtown, Suffolk County, New 
York pursuant to General Municipal Law §72-h. (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS   

  
1976. Authorizing the transfer of surplus vehicles to the Town of Riverhead Highway 

Department in accordance with the recent Shared Services Agreement. (Co. Exec.) 
WAYS & MEANS   

  
1977. Appropriating funds in connection with Painting of County Bridges (CP 5815). (Co. 

Exec.) PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY   
  
1978. Appropriating funds in connection with Reconstruction of Shinnecock Canal Jetties 

and Bulkheads (CP 5348). (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND 
ENERGY   

  
1979. Approving the Vector Control Plan of the Department of Public Works Division of 

Vector Control pursuant to Section C8-4(B)(2) of the Suffolk County Charter. (Co. 
Exec.) PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY   

  
1980. Accepting and appropriating 100% federal grant funds awarded by the U.S. 

Department of Justice for the Edward Byrne Justice Assistance Grant to the Suffolk 
County Departments of Probation, Police, Sheriff, Traffic Violation Bureau, Social 
Services and District Attorney’s Office. (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
1981. Accepting and appropriating a grant as pass-through funding from the New York 

State Division of Criminal Justice Services to the Suffolk County Department of 
Probation for the S.T.O.P. Violence Against Women Act Program with 75% support. 
(Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 
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1982. Accepting and appropriating 100% federal funds awarded as pass-through funding 
by the New York State Division of Criminal Justice Services to the Suffolk County 
Department of Probation for Ignition Interlock Device Monitoring Program. (Co. 
Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
1983. Sale of County-owned real estate pursuant to Local Law No. 13-1976 Nesenger 

Realty LLC (SCTM No. 0200-808.00-02.00-024.000). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS   
  
1984. Accepting and appropriating a grant in the amount of $31,500 in New York State 

funding passed-through the NYS Office of Mental Health and the Institute for Police, 
Mental Health and Community Collaboration/Coordinated Care Services, Inc. for the 
Suffolk County Police Department’s Crisis Intervention Training Initiative with 
79.59% support. (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
1985. Amending the 2019 Operating Budget and appropriating funds in connection with 

bonding for a settlement for a liability case against the County. (Co. Exec.) WAYS & 
MEANS   

  
1986. Authorizing a License Agreement with Cornell Cooperative Extension Association of 

Suffolk County for the operation of a summer camp and educational facility at 
Peconic Dunes County Park. (Co. Exec.) PARKS & RECREATION 

  
1987. Authorizing the acquisition of land under the New Enhanced Suffolk County 

Drinking Water Protection Program 2014 Referendum – land purchases for Open 
Space Preservation (CP 8732.210) - for the T&S Builders, Inc. property – 
Patchogue River Wetlands addition - Town of Brookhaven – (SCTM No. 0200-
892.00-02.00-043.000). (Co. Exec.) ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND 
AGRICULTURE    

  
1988. Authorizing the acquisition of Farmland Development Rights under the New Suffolk 

County ¼% Drinking Water Protection Program (effective December 1, 2007) for 
the Pappalardo property – Roy Don Farms - Town of Riverhead – (SCTM No. 0600-
100.00-01.00-015.002 p/o). (Co. Exec.) ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND 
AGRICULTURE 

  
1989. Amending the 2019 Capital Budget and appropriating PAYGO funds in connection 

with the New Suffolk County 1/4% Drinking Water Protection Program for 
Environmental Protection for Land Acquisitions (CP 8714.211). (Co. Exec.) 
ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND AGRICULTURE 

  
1990. Appropriating funds for Construction of Living Shoreline at Indian Island County 

Park Bluff (CP 7192). (Co. Exec.) PARKS & RECREATION 
  
1991. Authorizing appraisal of land under the Suffolk County Drinking Water Protection 

Program, as amended by Local Law No. 24-2007 – Mastic/Shirley Conservation 
area (SCTM No.  0200-980.60-17.00-031.000) – Town of Brookhaven. (Co. Exec.) 
ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND AGRICULTURE  

  
1992. Authorizing appraisal of land under the Suffolk County Drinking Water Protection 

Program, as amended by Local Law No. 24-2007 – Lake Ronkonkoma County Park 
addition (SCTM No. 0800-171.00-04.00-041.001) – Town of Smithtown. (Co. Exec.) 
ENVIRONMENT, PLANNING AND AGRICULTURE  
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1993. Appropriating funds in connection with Restoration of West Neck Farm (a/k/a 
Coindre Hall), Huntington (CP 7096). (Co. Exec.) PARKS & RECREATION 

  
1994. Approving an increase to the fleet to include two National Insurance Crime Bureau 

bait cars for the Suffolk County Police Department. (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 
  
1995. Accepting and appropriating 100% grant funding in the amount of $15,000 from the 

Internal Revenue Service, Criminal Investigation, for the Suffolk County District 
Attorney’s participation in the Bethpage Financial Crimes Task Force (BFCTF). (Co. 
Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
1996. Accepting 100% federal pass-through grant funds from the New York State 

Department of Health Services in the amount of $71,321.50 for the Mammography 
Inspection Program administered by the Suffolk County Department of Health and 
to execute grant related agreements. (Co. Exec.) HEALTH 

  
1997. Appropriating funds in connection with Renovations and Alterations to Probation 

Department Buildings (Capital Program Number 3063). (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC 
SAFETY 

  
1998. Revising local share funding and amending the Capital Program in connection with 

Connect Long Island Improvements to CR 97, Nicolls Road (CP 5597.110). (Co. 
Exec.)  PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY   

  
1999. Revising local share funding and amending the Capital Program in connection with 

Connect Long Island NYS Route 110 Bus Rapid Transit (CP 5598.110). (Co. Exec.) 
PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY   

  
2000. Accepting and appropriating an additional award of federal funding in the amount of 

$7,000 from the United States Secret Service for the Suffolk County Police 
Department’s participation in electronic crime investigations with 79.59% support. 
(Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
2001. Amending the 2019 Capital Budget and Program and appropriating funds in 

connection with Improvements to CR 101, Patchogue-Yaphank Road (CP 5006). 
(Co. Exec.) PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY   

  
2002. Appropriating funds in connection with the Replacement of Smith Point Bridge (CP 

5813, PIN 075978). (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND 
ENERGY   

  
2003. Appropriating funds in connection with Improvements to Environmental Recharge 

Basins (CP 5072). (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND 
ENERGY   

  
2004. Appropriating funds through the issuance of Sewer District Serial Bonds for the 

constructing Improvements to Suffolk County Sewer District No. 6 – Kings Park (CP 
8144). (Co. Exec.) WITHDRAWN AS OF 11/7/2019   

  
2005. Appropriating funds through the issuance of Sewer District Serial Bonds for the 

construction Improvements for Suffolk County Sewer District No. 1 – Port Jefferson 
(CP 8169). (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY   
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2006. Appropriating funds through the issuance of Sewer District Serial Bonds for the 

Increase and Improvements to Suffolk County Sewer District No. 7 – Medford (CP 
8194). (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY   

  
2007. Amending the 2019 Capital Program and Budget and 2019 Operating Budget and 

transferring Assessment Stabilization Reserve Funds to the Capital Fund, and 
appropriating funds for Improvements to Suffolk County Sewer District No. 23 – 
Coventry Manor (CP 8149). (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION 
AND ENERGY   

  
2008. Authorizing funding of infrastructure improvements and oversight of real property 

under the Suffolk County Affordable Housing Opportunities Program and amending 
the 2019 Operating Budget and amending the 2019 Capital Budget and Program 
and appropriating funds in connection with the Sewer Infrastructure Pilot Program 
for inclusive housing to provide funding for Blue Sea Development Company, 
LLC/Matinecock Court HDFC (CP 6411.312, CP 6411.315 and CP 8724.310). (Co. 
Exec.). GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, PERSONNEL, INFORMATION TECH & 
HOUSING 

  
2009. Amending the 2019 Capital Budget and Program, accepting and appropriating 

Federal and State Aid and local share for the Purchase and Installation of Bus 
Shelters (CP 5651). (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND 
ENERGY   

  
2010. Authorizing funds for the purchase and installation of surveillance cameras for 

Suffolk County Transit fixed route buses, amending the 2019 Capital Budget and 
Program and accepting and appropriating Federal and State Aid and local share 
(CP 5648). (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY   

  
2011. Authorizing funds to Upgrade the Paratransit Reservation System for the Suffolk 

County Accessible Transportation (SCAT) Program, amending the 2019 Capital 
Budget and Program and accepting and appropriating Federal and State Aid and 
local share (CP 5659). (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND 
ENERGY   

  
2012. Authorizing the sale, pursuant to Local Law No. 16-1976, of real property acquired 

under Section 46 of the Suffolk County Tax Act Mark A. Peters and estate of 
Reinaldo Peters (SCTM No. 0100-039.00-01.00-115.000). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & 
MEANS   

  
2013. Sale of County-owned real estate pursuant to Local Law No. 13-1976 Nesenger 

Realty LLC (SCTM No. 0200-808.00-02.00-023.000). (Co. Exec.) WAYS & MEANS   
  
2014. Accepting and appropriating 100% federal pass-through grant funds from the 

Department of Health and Human Services Food and Drug Administration in the 
amount of $70,000 for the Continuing to Advance Suffolk County’s Conformance 
with the Voluntary National Retail Food Regulatory Program Standards (VNRFRPS) 
administered by the Suffolk County Department of Health Services, Division of 
Public Health and to execute grant related agreements. (Co. Exec.) HEALTH 
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2015. VOID 
  
2016. Accepting and appropriating $171,662 - 28% New York State and 72% Federal 

pass-through grant funds from the New York State Department of Health for the 
Lead Poisoning Prevention Program (“LPPP”) administered by the Suffolk County 
Department of Health Services, Division of Patient Care and to execute grant 
related agreements. (Co. Exec.) HEALTH 

  
2017. Authorizing the sale of Tax Lien Certificates on the former Steck Philbin landfill site 

(SCTM Nos. 0800-042.00-01.00-001.000 and 0800-042.00-01.00-002.002) held by 
the Suffolk County Landbank Corporation to Cox Brothers, LLC or an authorized 
designee entity. (Co. Exec.) ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT 

  
2018. Amending the Suffolk County Classification and Salary Plan. (Co. Exec.) 

GOVERNMENT OPERATIONS, PERSONNEL, INFORMATION TECH & HOUSING 
  
2019. Amending the 2019 Operating Budget and accepting and appropriating unspent 

prior year grant funds for the Securing the Cities Program grant. (Co. Exec.) 
PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
2020. Authorizing the County Comptroller to transfer funds to cover unanticipated 

expenses in the 2019 Adopted Mandated Budget. (Co. Exec.) BUDGET AND 
FINANCE 

  
2021. Authorizing the County Comptroller to transfer funds to cover unanticipated 

expenses in the 2019 Adopted Discretionary Budget. (Co. Exec.) BUDGET AND 
FINANCE 

  
2022. Accepting and appropriating 100% grant funds received from the New York State 

Division of Criminal Justice Services to the Suffolk County District Attorney’s Office, 
under the Crimes Against Revenue Program (CARP). (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
2023. Authorizing the lease of a parcel to be utilized by the Mastic Moriches Shirley 

Community Library. (Sunderman) WAYS & MEANS   
  
2024. Accepting and appropriating a grant in the amount of $37,298 from the Federal 

Bureau of Investigation (FBI) for the Suffolk County Police Department's 
participation in the Long Island Child Exploitation and Human Trafficking Task Force 
with 79.59% support. (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
2025. Accepting and appropriating federal funding in the amount of $37,298 from the 

United States Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation, for the Suffolk 
County Police Department’s participation in the FBI Joint Terrorism Task Force with 
79.59% support. (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
2026. VOID 
  
2027. Accepting and appropriating federal funding in the amount of $37,298 from the 

United States Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation, for the Suffolk 
County Police Department’s participation in the FBI Safe Streets Task Force with 
79.59% support. (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 
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2028. Accepting and appropriating federal funding in the amount of $18,649 from the 
United States Department of Justice, Federal Bureau of Investigation, for the Suffolk 
County Police Department’s participation in the FBI Financial Cyber Crimes Task 
Force with 79.58% support. (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
2029. Accepting and appropriating a grant award from the State University of New York 

(SUNY) Office of Diversity, Equity and Inclusion (ODEI) to participate in the 
Explorations in Diversity and Academic Excellence Initiative entitled “Allyship 
through the Lens of Intersectionality,” 100% reimbursed by State funds at Suffolk 
County Community College. (Co. Exec.) EDUCATION AND HUMAN SERVICES 

  
2030. Accepting and appropriating federal funding in the amount of $93,245 from the 

United States Department of Justice, Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA), for 
the Suffolk County Police Department’s participation in the DEA Long Island Task 
Force 2020 with 79.59% support. (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
2031. Accepting and appropriating federal funding in the amount of $18,649 from the 

United States Department of Justice, Drug Enforcement Administration (DEA), for 
the Suffolk County Police Department’s participation in the DEA Long Island 
Tactical Diversion Task Force with 79.59% support. (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
2032. Accepting and appropriating a 100% Grant in the amount of $5,000 from Target 

Corporation through its 2018 Target Community Engagement Funds Grant Program 
on behalf of the Suffolk County Police Department in support of the 1st, 2nd, 3rd, 4th 
and 6th Precinct’s 2019 Heroes and Helpers Events. (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
2033. Accepting and appropriating a grant in the amount of $950,000 in federal pass-

through and New York State funding from the New York State Department of 
Transportation for the Long Island Expressway High Occupancy Vehicle Lane 
Enforcement Program in Suffolk County with 100% support. (Co. Exec.) PUBLIC 
SAFETY 

  
2034. Accepting and appropriating a grant in the amount of $500,447 from the United 

States Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice 
Assistance for the Project Safe Neighborhoods 2019 Program with 100% support. 
(Co. Exec.) PUBLIC SAFETY 

  
2035. Levying unpaid Sewer Rents and Charges in Suffolk County Sewer District No. 3 - 

Southwest in the Towns of Babylon, Huntington, and Islip. (Pres. Off.) **ADOPTED 
ON 11/6/2019** 

  
2036. Levying Unpaid Sewer Rents and Charges in Suffolk County Sewer District No. 13 

(Wind Watch), Suffolk County Sewer District No. 14 (Parkland), Suffolk County 
Sewer District No. 15 (Nob Hill) and Suffolk County Sewer District No. 18 
(Hauppauge Industrial) in the Town of Islip.  (Pres. Off.) **ADOPTED ON 
11/6/2019** 

  
2037. Levying Unpaid Sewer Rents and Charges in Suffolk County Sewer Districts; No. 1 

(Port Jefferson), No. 2 (Tallmadge Woods), No. 7 (Medford), No. 10 (Stony Brook), 
No. 11 (Selden), No. 12 (Birchwood N Shore), No. 14 (Parkland) No. 19 (Haven 
Hills), No. 20 (William Floyd), And No. 23 (Coventry Manor) in the Town of 
Brookhaven.  (Pres. Off.) **ADOPTED ON 11/6/2019** 
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2038. Levying unpaid Sewer Rents and Charges in Suffolk County Sewer District No. 6 

(Kings Park), Suffolk County Sewer District No. 4 (Smithtown Galleria), No.6 (Kings 
Park), No. 13 (Wind Watch), No. 15 (Nob Hill), No. 18 (Hauppauge Industrial), 
Suffolk County Sewer District No. 22 (Hauppauge Municipal), and No. 28 (Fairfield 
at St. James) in the Town of Smithtown.  (Pres. Off.) **ADOPTED ON 11/6/2019** 

  
2039. Levying unpaid Sewer Rents and Charges in Suffolk County Sewer District No. 26 

(Melville Huntington) in the Town of Huntington.  (Pres. Off.) **ADOPTED ON 
11/6/2019** 

  
2040. Approving the return of the fund balance of the general fund, police district fund, 

and District Court District to the taxpayers of the towns of Suffolk County. (Pres. 
Off.) **ADOPTED ON 11/6/2019** 

  
2041. Determining equalized real property valuations for the assessment rolls of the 10 

towns. (Pres. Off.) **ADOPTED ON 11/6/2019** 
  
2042. Approving the tabulations of Town Charges and fixing the tax levies and charges to 

the towns under the County Budget for Fiscal Year 2020. (Pres. Off.) **ADOPTED 
ON 11/6/2019** 

  
2043. Approving and directing the levy of taxes and assessments for Sewer Districts of 

Suffolk County under the Suffolk County Budget for Fiscal Year 2020.  (Pres. Off.) 
**ADOPTED ON 11/6/2019** 

  
2044. Affirming, confirming, and adopting the Assessment Roll for Suffolk County Sewer 

District No. 3 - Southwest and directing the levy of assessment and charges within 
the Towns of Babylon, Islip, and Huntington for the Southwest Sewer District in the 
County of Suffolk for Fiscal Year 2020.  (Pres. Off.) **ADOPTED ON 11/6/2019** 

  
2045. Extending the Time for the Annexation of the Warrant to the Tax Rolls. (Pres. Off.) 

**ADOPTED ON 11/6/2019** 
  
2046. Approving the tabulations of Town Charges and fixing the tax levies and charges to 

the towns for the MTA Tax under the County Budget for Fiscal Year 2020. (Pres. 
Off.) **ADOPTED ON 11/6/2019** 

  
2047. Approving the tabulations of Town Charges and fixing the tax levies and charges to 

the Towns for the Energy Improvement Charge for Fiscal Year 2020.  (Pres. Off.) 
**ADOPTED ON 11/6/2019** 

  
2048. Levying unpaid Suffolk County Water Authority charges. (Pres. Off.) **ADOPTED 

ON 11/6/2019** 
  
2049. Approving County funding for a contract agency (The Bellport Brookhaven Historical 

Society). (Sunderman) BUDGET AND FINANCE 
  
2050. Amending the 2019 Capital Budget and Program and appropriating funds in 

connection with the Tick Control Environmental Impact Project (CP 8739). 
(Fleming). PUBLIC WORKS, TRANSPORTATION AND ENERGY 
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2051. Adopting   Local    Law   No.   -2019, A Local Law to allow locations with Automatic 
External Defibrillators to maintain Narcan on site. (Sunderman) HEALTH 

  
2052. Adopting Local Law No. -2019, A Local Law to make technical corrections to Local 

Law No. 29-2019. (Pres. Off.) WAYS & MEANS   
  
2053. Adopting Local Law No.    -2019, A Charter Law to change funding requirements for 

Fair Elections in 2020. (Calarco) WAYS & MEANS   
  
2054. Adopting Local Law No.    -2019, A Local Law to prohibit the advertisement of age-

restricted products near schools and playgrounds. (Spencer) WITHDRAWN AS OF 
11/7/2019  

  
2055. Adopting Local Law No.    -2019, A Local Law to replace the current Chapter 704, 

Article IX, of the Suffolk County Code to comply with New York State Law. 
(Spencer) HEALTH 

  
PROCEDURAL MOTION 

  
PM22. Apportioning Mortgage Tax by: County Comptroller. (Pres. Off.) **ADOPTED ON 

11/6/2019** 
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