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1

Puma, Danielle

From: Suffolk County Water Authority <no-reply@scwa.com>

Sent: Monday, August 10, 2026 12:47 PM

To: Puma, Danielle

Subject: North Fork Main DEIS Comment Submission

Categories: Completed

[You don't often get email from no-reply@scwa.com. Learn why this is important at 

https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of SCWA. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

The following form was submitted on the 

https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fscwa.com&c=E,1,jneDMwElcw2L1cD5BTdCptvsULcygjGI_zC

DVZ1wzcGPBdwimosItG3ZE3UAP-PVT6O9ZxnWSni4FiVIXmdq-Xtnr9p7_0_cbTlXMio4&typo=1 website: 

 

First Name: robert 

Last Name: bocksel 

Address 1: 486 main rd 

City: aquebogue 

State: ny 

Zip Code: 11931 

E-mail: robertbocksel@yahoo.com 

File Upload: No file uploaded. 

Comment: Will the proposed water line run on the North or South side of Main road? 

 

Where will the booster station at the intersection of Main rd and 105 be located? 

 

Specifically, what corner will the booster station be located at ( i.e.) North West, South West or North East corner. 

 

My house at 486 Main road is in the Riverhead Township Historical Register. What safeguards are in place to ensure no 

damage to the Residence. 

 

Thank You 

Robert K Bocksel 
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1

Puma, Danielle

From: Suffolk County Water Authority <no-reply@scwa.com>

Sent: Thursday, August 20, 2026 8:18 AM

To: Puma, Danielle

Subject: North Fork Main DEIS Comment Submission

Categories: Completed

[You don't often get email from no-reply@scwa.com. Learn why this is important at 

https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of SCWA. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

The following form was submitted on the 

https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fscwa.com&c=E,1,JYhYvY3TJSCwhIG1GxXcB1jU7vRIwlOpAz

827qwt8lj2gix8LfpP6Wa1yzfCjGvHVQUxwc7nW18_Onydco8iqwu_ooVsnJieGS_F7TlEX9SVv7UbDRBWXg,,&typo=

1 website: 

 

First Name: Rosemary 

Last Name: McKinley 

Address 1: 820 Pine Neck Rd 

City: Southold 

State: NY 

Zip Code: 11971 

E-mail: noonon30@gmail.com 

File Upload: No file uploaded. 

Comment: I understand that water is a commodity in this area of LI, especially in the summer, because of the influx of the 

summer population. This has been true for a long time. 

I also know that people could conserve water by planting zoysia grass, and not watering lawns on a regular basis. By 

allowing more commercial properties here, the water demand is also greater. Perhaps, our leaders should curb those 

permits. 
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1

Puma, Danielle

From: Suffolk County Water Authority <no-reply@scwa.com>

Sent: Saturday, August 22, 2026 2:15 PM

To: Puma, Danielle

Subject: North Fork Main DEIS Comment Submission

Categories: Completed

[You don't often get email from no-reply@scwa.com. Learn why this is important at 

https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of SCWA. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

The following form was submitted on the 

https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fscwa.com&c=E,1,JxqBF9gu_wQMvAXeuvpLQvUpFOOmgf6W

hhIJWX_jKn41nXJ-exY3JfHKy38OOPWr-d8-31RBzzzBoQ2s1bwNPqyes-

w3nU8WTDEbZgeJnQMfJvDDgwWoRA,,&typo=1 website: 

 

First Name: Nancy 

Last Name: Butkus 

Address 1: 655 Town Harbor Lane 

City: Southold 

State: NY 

Zip Code: 11971 

E-mail: nancybutkus@gmail.com 

File Upload: No file uploaded. 

Comment: The majority of properties in my neighborhood are owned by weekenders who only use their houses 

occasionally on summer weekends. But they all have sprinklers going every night all summer long. I support Greg 

Doroski�s plan to have a tiered billing system. I believe that is the only motivation to get people to cut back on their 

profligate waste of water. 
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Stanley J. Carey 
58 W. Alfred Aveneue 
Calverton, NY 11933 

 
 

August 26, 2026 
 
Su�olk County Water Authority 
4060 Sunrise Highway 
Oakdale, NY 11769 
 
Reference: Comments on DEIS- SCWA North Fork Water Main Project 
 
Dear Sirs, 
 
Please accept my comments for the DEIS North Fork Water Main Project. Although all my 
comments may not be directly related to the DEIS, I would appreciate this being part of the 
o�icial record.  
 
My name is Stanley Carey I am a lifelong Riverhead resident and I have been working in the 
public drinking water industry for 40 years. I have worked, in the past, at both the Town of 
Riverhead Water District and Su�olk County Water Authority (SCWA) for many years. I have 
served as Chairman for both the Long Island Water Conference and Long Island Commission 
for Aquifer Protection. Presently, I am the Superintendent of Water and Sewer Operations for 
the Village of Garden City (Nassau County) as well as a member of the New York State 
Drinking Water Quality Counsel appointed by the Governor. Additionally, I have served as the 
Chairman of the Town of Riverhead Planning Board for several years.  
 
I take no exception to the DEIS presented by the SCWA. In my opinion any and all concerns 
have been appropriately addressed and or mitigated. One must not lose sight of the purpose 
of this proposed project. That being to provide safe drinking water and adequate water 
pressure to communities on the North Fork of Long Island who are in critical need of it. SCWA 
has thoroughly planned this project, implemented appropriate conservation measures, and 
called for water use restrictions when needed. It is within the scope and mission of SCWA to 
move this project forward. This project is about placing water main in the ground for a 
specific documented purpose. This occurs on a routine, daily basis all over Long Island. It 
must not be confused with water withdrawal from the underground aquifer. SCWA is simply 
proposing withdrawing water from an area (aquifer) not as prone to the contamination issues 
typically encountered on the North Fork. This is the purpose the Central Pine Barrens 
Commission was created.  

FEIS comment outline
WSC-1 comment extent

FEIS comment and section reference
WSC-1
Section 2.23

FEIS comment outline
WSC-2 comment extent

FEIS comment and section reference
WSC-2
Section 2.1



 
I would like to comment on the position the Town of Riverhead (TOR) has taken with regard 
to his project. I completely disagree that the TOR has objected to several phases of the 
approval process. The NYS DEC has ruled in favor of SCWA on the lead agency status. That 
not being enough of a message, the TOR decided to litigate the matter and conduct its own 
Monroe Balancing hearing. I believe this is a complete waste of taxpayer funds by the TOR.  
 
I would like to point to a matter that was questioned, by me, when I was Chairman of the TOR 
Planning Board. Solar farms were a big issue during my tenure specifically along Edwards 
Ave in Calverton. I had come to understand the LIPA sub-station, on Edwards Ave needed to 
increase (build and expand) its facility to accommodate the power generated by the new 
solar farms nearby. I then presented several questions to the TOR town attorney’s o�ice to 
inquire if building permits and or any TOR approval was obtained. The reply I received, as I 
recall, was that LIPA was its own public authority and TOR approval was not required or 
within their authority. The LIPA sub-station was expanded without any permits or 
requirements from the TOR. It should be noted the power generated at this facility did not 
provide a complete benefit to the TOR residents. The LIPA sub-station, as explained to me, 
connected to the distribution grid in nearby Brookhaven Town.  
 
An additional example I o�er is National Grid. National Grid has several ongoing gas main 
installation projects within the TOR (Elton St, Howell Ave). I do not recall any question or 
public notification / meetings by the TOR as to public disruption with regard to fire, police, 
trained flaggers, dust, or soil containment. This is also true for the major work completed by 
National Grid on Edwards Ave in Calverton. This project too serves residents outside the TOR 
via National Grids distribution network. National Grid has also expanded its gas plant 
(buildings) on Mill Rd and West Main St in the TOR. I do not recall the TOR requiring site plan 
approval and or building permits. Yet another example I o�er is at my present place of 
employment at the Village of Garden City. The Propel power project is bringing a power cable 
from Westchester County through the north shore of Long Island to a newly built facility in 
Garden City. This project impacts many towns and Villages. The power facility being built is 
called the Uniondale Hub (but within the Village of Garden City). This project is being 
coordinated with the NY Power Authority. I have been intimately involved with this project. 
Our attorneys have advised the Village has no authority or control with regard to planning or 
zoning for the construction of the new buildings. The NY Power Authority has full oversight of 
this project but have agreed to furnish building plans as a courtesy only.  
 
I believe the facts overwhelmingly support SCWA, their authority, and proposed project to 
complete the North Fork Water Main project. I again question the TOR motives behind their 
self-fabricated obstacles in delaying and litigating this matter. Thank you for the opportunity 

FEIS comment outline
WSC-2 comment extent

FEIS comment and section reference
WSC-2
Section 2.1
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WSC-3 comment extent

FEIS comment and section reference
WSC-3
Section 2.18



to provide comments. I hope you will find them helpful in completing your project in a timely 
manner.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Stanley Carey 
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WSC-3
Section 2.18



1

Puma, Danielle

From: Suffolk County Water Authority <no-reply@scwa.com>

Sent: Monday, September 7, 2026 3:29 PM

To: Puma, Danielle

Subject: North Fork Main DEIS Comment Submission

Categories: Completed

[You don't often get email from no-reply@scwa.com. Learn why this is important at 

https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification ] 

 

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of SCWA. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

The following form was submitted on the 

https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fscwa.com&c=E,1,i29HNmG9xJG7AluTWiJcEpWhIVBwLtsKvw

0ll4uJsPlEsJRkWDRyIaxFSX86jCktfeCR3uSOuPKc17RNX5TikH1odfKpZdrLmRBlaT0sGyNP2_ej3w,,&typo=1 

website: 

 

First Name: Greater Jamesport Civic Association Last Name: Greater Jamesport Civic Association Address 1: PO Box 

191 

City: JAMESPORT 

State: NY 

Zip Code: 11947 

E-mail: gjamesportcivic@gmail.com 

File Upload: No file uploaded. 

Comment: The Civic Association wants the SCWA to be aware that Riverhead Town residents and especially our members 

will suffer many detrimental effects from the SCWA North Fork Water Main Extension Project. The project is a multi-year 

project that will be disruptive to our daily life - businesses, residents, tourists and emergency-response.  Main Road has 

different impacts than Sound Avenue, including denser population, commercial hamlet centers, Aquebogue Elementary 

School, historic structures, existing utilities and town-regulated wetlands.  Detouring traffic to Peconic Bay Blvd which 

was not built for high demand or commercial traffic will put serious stress on the residents and the roadway with its 

narrow bridges and limited weight restrictions. Another especially serious concern is placings the new SCWA mains close 

to Riverhead�s existing water mains and hydrants. This will have serious future repair problems and conflicts. 

 The project will have no direct benefit to Riverhead. 
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1

Puma, Danielle

From: Suffolk County Water Authority <no-reply@scwa.com>

Sent: Wednesday, September 23, 2026 8:27 AM

To: Puma, Danielle

Subject: North Fork Main DEIS Comment Submission

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of SCWA. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

The following form was submitted on the 

https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fscwa.com&c=E,1,udl3rjfp3SQbLA_WFcDLgOAGliZTZSArJotD

P-9vUllxqaZaEAOATUsh1MCZD-aJjHUlu6LtSWQ7DcU5NU2ilW6dQtzAUXeipbKKIdtJfYVRog,,&typo=1 website: 

 

First Name: Deborah 

Last Name: Wetzel 

Address 1: 4635 Pequash Ave 

City: Cutchogue 

State: NY 

Zip Code: 11935 

E-mail: dwetzel1103@outlook.com 

File Upload: No file uploaded. 

Comment: We should move ahead with this project. I applaud SCWA for being forward thinking and realizing that we 

need to improve our water situation on the East End. There are always going to be environmental impacts, but i trust 

SCWA to handle this project. thank you 

 

 

FEIS comment outline
WDW-1 comment extent

FEIS comment and section reference
WDW-1
Section 2.23



1

Puma, Danielle

From: Suffolk County Water Authority <no-reply@scwa.com>

Sent: Thursday, September 24, 2026 10:05 AM

To: Puma, Danielle

Subject: North Fork Main DEIS Comment Submission

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of SCWA. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

The following form was submitted on the 

https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fscwa.com&c=E,1,m2DHroFQCr-

2LRDfjhC3gODXAu5cNgmWMycABgH-

WuUX1bv7n_svrkdTdhbqrLV5LwrsVON_jQxfa2K45n8YRZCqodGjD1eba7nttk13yKv3wc6NEU61SO66jg,,&typo=1 

website: 

 

First Name: Suzanne 

Last Name: Donovan 

Address 1: 300 Fourth St. 

City: Greenport 

State: NY 

Zip Code: 11944 

E-mail: suzanned467@gmail.com 

File Upload: No file uploaded. 

Comment: This often repeated statistic has concerned me for some time:  "70% of the drinking water the SCWA pumps 

during the summer goes to lawn irrigation." 

 

Reading about a public records request that explored that statistic is alarming, and points to where SCWA and local 

government efforts could effectively target their time & energy in aggressively promoting conservation efforts.  Just 20 

properties in Southold Town used 31.7 million gallons of public water over 13 months (July 2025-2026) while average 

residential usage over that same period is about 114,428 gallons. 

 

I'm even less convinced now that we need an expensive pipeline drawing precious water from other wells than we do 

strong cooperation between Town Trustees, Southold Town government, the Village of Greenport and SCWA in devising 

creative regulatory tools and consistent messaging to move residents to conserve this critical public resource. 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comment. 
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PUBLIC COMMENT ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT STATEMENT (DEIS) 

SCWA North Fork Water Main Extension Project 

TO: Suffolk County Water Authority (SCWA) & SEQRA Lead Agency Hearing Officer 

FROM: Thomas Moore, Resident - Town of Southampton,  

36 Lilac Road, Westhampton Beach, NY 11978 

DATE: September 24, 2026 

SUBJECT: Comments Regarding Groundwater Plumes, Surface Water Depletion, Full Capacity 

Pumping, and Off-Peak Storage Alternatives 

 

1. Statement of Interest and Overview of Objections 

As a resident of the Town of Southampton, I am submitting these comments on the Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement (DEIS) prepared by Nelson, Pope and Voorhis, for the proposed Suffolk County Water 

Authority (SCWA) North Fork Water Main Extension Project. While providing long-term public water 

infrastructure is an important public goal, the DEIS needs to adequately evaluate the water quality 

impacts that pumping millions of gallons of groundwater out of Southampton may cause. 

The DEIS, as prepared by Nelson, Pope and Voorhis, references the 50-trillion-gallon regional capacity of 

the Sole Source Aquifer which diverts attention from localized water table drawdowns. By evaluating 

impacts through a broad regional lens the DEIS does not evaluate localized risks such as: 

• Omission of Known Contaminant Plumes & Specific Industrial Solvents: The DEIS fails to evaluate 

how increased pumping near Gabreski Airport and Speonk will interact with known chlorinated 

solvents and PFAS plumes and omits an inventory of regional contamination sites. 

• Unaddressed Surface Water Depletion & Harmful Algal Bloom (HAB) Risks: Removing groundwater 

intercepts freshwater baseflow to specific Southampton streams and ponds, that may increase 

water temperatures and increase toxic cyanobacteria blooms. 

• Failure to Model Hydrogeologic Impacts at Maximum Pipeline Capacity: The DEIS evaluates 

groundwater drawdown strictly under an estimated average demand of 980 gpm (1.41 MGD), 

completely ignoring if the pipeline operates at its physical design capacity of 6,000 gpm (8.64 MGD). 

• Omission of Bulk Storage Reservoir Alternatives: The DEIS does not consider off-peak bulk storage 

reservoirs in Southampton, Southold, or both municipalities as a sustainable mitigation to summer 

groundwater transfers. 

• Absent evaluation of expected demand based on current zoning in the towns of Southold, 

Riverhead, Brookhaven, Southampton and East Hampton, as well as in the incorporated villages 

within each town. 
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2. Omission of Known Contaminant Plumes & Specific Industrial Solvents 

The DEIS indicates that SCWA plans to supply the North Fork pipeline by increasing pumping across 33 

public supply wells in 12 wellfields within the eastern portion of the South Shore Low pressure zone. 

Several of these tapped wellfields, most notably Gus Guerrera (+86.89 gpm increase by 2050), Spinney 

Road (+123.82 gpm), and Oak Avenue (+19.99 gpm)—are located near or downgradient to significant 

active groundwater contamination plumes containing hazardous industrial chemicals: 

• Speonk Industrial Solvent Plume: A multi-mile underground plume of chlorinated Volatile Organic 

Compounds (VOCs) and cleaning solvents originating from industrial operations in Speonk and 

migrating south toward Montauk Highway. The DEIS contains no analysis of how nearby wellfield 

drawdowns will alter groundwater flow gradients relative to this plume. 

• Frances S. Gabreski Air National Guard Base Plume: The DEIS omits two distinct contamination 

profiles originating from historical military operations at Gabreski Airport: 

  • Chlorinated Industrial Solvents (OU-01 / Site 8): Historical disposal of maintenance solvents into 

base cesspools and septic structures created significant groundwater contamination containing 

1,1,1-Trichloroethane, Trichloroethylene (TCE), and Dichlorobenzene. 

  • Per- and Polyfluoroalkyl Substances (OU-02 / AFFF): Extensive historical training with aqueous 

film-forming foam (AFFF) generated a widespread PFAS plume consisting primarily of PFOS 

(Perfluorooctane Sulfonic Acid) and PFOA (Perfluorooctanoic Acid). 

Despite the presence of these toxic chlorinated solvents (TCE, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, dichlorobenzene) 

and persistent PFAS compounds (PFOS, PFOA), the DEIS contains no evaluation on whether or to what 

extent the proposed pumping of millions of gallons of water a day will affect the migration of these 

pollutants. 

Contamination Site Inventory Required in FEIS: 

The Final EIS should include a comprehensive inventory of all NYSDEC Class 2 Inactive Hazardous Waste Disposal 

sites, Voluntary Cleanup Program sites, Brownfields, State Superfund sites, and active petroleum/chemical spill 

sites within the capture zone of all 33 supply wells. SCWA must execute 3D solute transport modeling for each 

identified site and establish legally binding wellhead filtration commitments and pumping limits prior to project 

approval. 

 

3. Specific Surface Water Depletion & Harmful Algal Bloom (HAB) Risks 

Groundwater pumping in Southampton directly intercepts freshwater baseflow that feeds local coastal 

streams, ponds, and groundwater-dependent wetlands. The DEIS projects a localized water table 

drawdown of up to 0.35 feet near Quogue under average demand, which causes direct, measurable 

baseflow reductions in specific Southampton surface waters, including: Beaverdam Pond; Aspatuck 

Creek; Quantuck Creek; and the Speonk River.  

Removing clean groundwater during peak summer droughts reduces natural flushing, may elevate water 

temperatures, concentrate nutrients—and may exacerbate cyanobacteria (blue-green algae) blooms in 
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coastal ponds. These possible effects should be evaluated.  This should be done for the estimated 

demand, peak demand, and maximum pumping capacity for the proposed pipeline. 

4. Failure to Evaluate Hydrogeologic Impacts at Maximum Pumping 

Capacity 

The DEIS is based exclusively on a projected annual average demand of 980 gpm (1.41 million gallons 

per day) by the year 2050. While using an estimated average demand is useful for long-term growth 

planning, it is insufficient for SEQRA environmental impact evaluation. 

The physical infrastructure specified in the DEIS—a 24-inch transmission main with high-capacity 

booster stations—is engineered for a maximum peak flow capacity of 6,000 gpm (8.64 million gallons 

per day). The DEIS should evaluate stress under full design capacity for two critical reasons: 

• Peak Summer Drought Stress: Water supply systems experience maximum stress during extreme 

summer heatwaves and prolonged droughts. As demonstrated in July 2026, when SCWA declared a 

Stage 1 Water Alert in Southampton due to record pumpage and constrained supply, actual 

withdrawals spike dramatically above annual averages. Operating the pipeline at or near 6,000 gpm 

during drought surges will compound localized water table drawdowns far beyond the modeled 

0.35-foot estimate. 

• Growth-Inducing Secondary Impacts: Installing 8.64 MGD of physical transmission capacity invites 

greater demand on the North Fork, facilitating suburban sprawl and increased wastewater loading 

that the DEIS does not evaluate under operations at full capacity. 

5. Evaluation of Bulk Storage Reservoir Alternatives in Southampton or 

Southold 

To mitigate environmental impacts associated with pumping groundwater during summer droughts, the 

FEIS should evaluate constructing large bulk water storage tanks or reservoirs. These storage facilities 

could be sited in Southampton, Southold, or both municipalities, functioning as a flexible seasonal 

buffer reserve. 

• Off-Peak Seasonal Harvesting: Under this operational alternative, storage reservoirs could be filled 

during wet winter and spring months when regional groundwater levels are at their annual peak, 

stream flows are abundant, and demand is low. 

• Summer Peak: During summer peak surges, water could be released from the reservoirs to meet 

demand, reducing the need to over-pump Southampton supply wells during summer droughts or 

issue emergency water conservation restrictions. 

• System Resilience & Fire Protection: Bulk storage reservoirs in either or both towns provide vital 

pressure stabilization, emergency fire-fighting reserves, and back-up supply during power outages or 

transmission line failures. 
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6. Evaluate with all affected municipalities the local zoning and projected 

collective demand on the aquifer. 

• Zoning in the Towns of Southold, Riverhead, Brookhaven, Southampton, and East Hampton: As a 

regional water authority, the DEIS should assess regional water demand, including projected build-

out under current zoning in each town. This analysis would help SCWA anticipate future service 

needs and assist municipalities in planning for local housing demand. 

 

• Riverside Wastewater Treatment Plant: Southampton Town has a proposed wastewater treatment 

plant in the hamlet of Riverside, the DEIS needs to evaluate the effects not just of the treatment 

plant, but the proposed housing being considered in that hamlet. 

 

7. Summary of Requests for the Final EIS (FEIS) 

Prior to issuing any Final EIS or SEQRA Findings Statement, the Lead Agency should address these 

omissions: 

1. Complete an inventory within the capture zone of all 33 supply wells and determine the effects of the 

considered pumping for identified chlorinated industrial solvents (TCE, 1,1,1-trichloroethane, 

dichlorobenzene) and PFAS compounds (PFOS, PFOA) and any other identified pollutants of concern. 

2. Evaluate water table drawdown simulations under peak operational scenarios up to the pipeline's 

maximum 6,000 gpm (8.64 MGD) design capacity. 

3. Perform field-verified ecological assessments and evaluate threshold pumping limits for Beaverdam 

Pond, Aspatuck Creek, Quantuck Creek, and Speonk River if appropriate. 

4. Considerer construction off-peak bulk storage reservoirs in Southampton, Southold, or both towns. 

5. Examine the cumulative demands of the Riverside redevelopment, and the zoning in each of the 

several towns to determine the anticipated full demand under current zoning. 

 

CONCLUSION: These comments do not oppose providing clean water to the Town of Southold. Rather, 

they request verification that the proposed water supply is clean and a comprehensive evaluation of 

environmental impacts, mitigation measures, and appropriate limits on design flow before the FEIS is 

issued. 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

_____________________________________ 

 

Thomas F. Moore, Resident of Southampton Town 

36 Lilac Road 

Westhampton Beach, NY 11978 
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To whom it may concern,  
 
I am writing on behalf of Peconic Baykeeper, an environmental nonprofit 
organization dedicated to protecting and restoring Long Island, drinkable, 
swimmable, and fishable waters. This letter is in regards to the draft 
environmental impact study for the SCWA North Fork water main extension 
project.  
 
The DEIS does not sufficiently address that the addition of this pipeline will 
be an added stressor to an ecosystem already struggling. Nitrogen loading, 
habitat loss, coastal development pressures and climate change have already 
diminished the resilience of the estuary and to install this pipeline according 
to the proposed pathway would greatly impact the surrounding area 
generating more stress that would supersede mitigation strategies outlined in 
DEIS. One example of a continuous stressor not accounted for is repair and 
maintenance to the pipeline once installed.  
 
The plan to horizontally drill and insert the water main extension under the 
Peconic River, brings up concerns for the long term maintenance of this 
pipeline. Given the lack of preconstruction environmental baselines and post 
construction benchmarks in the DEIS, it would be difficult to determine the 
impact of repairs as they are needed to maintain the pipeline. Repairs will 
likely lead to disturbances in surrounding critical wetland habitat. These 
disturbances can move sediment around will increase sedimentation and 
turbidity which can impact submerged aquatic vegetation and benthic 
invertebrates, including ecologically and commercially important species, 
having an overall negative impact on critical habitat relied on to maintain a 
biologically diverse healthy ecosystem.  
 
Peconic Baykeeper would encourage Suffolk County Water Authority to 
further examine the long term environmental impacts this project will have 
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on such a critically important ecosystem that already faces continuous 
challenges.  
 
Sincerely,  
Alexa Annunziata  
Director of Outreach  
Peconic Baykeeper  
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Puma, Danielle

From: Suffolk County Water Authority <no-reply@scwa.com>

Sent: Friday, September 25, 2026 5:02 PM

To: Puma, Danielle

Subject: North Fork Main DEIS Comment Submission

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of SCWA. Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the 

sender and know the content is safe. 

 

The following form was submitted on the 

https://linkprotect.cudasvc.com/url?a=https%3a%2f%2fscwa.com&c=E,1,sHEGumAnRLwaRSdRd_oGDw2IM5mE1bbB

GIWiHScuUBwsyxGytNOngqCNPAwmNCf512RKJTiX3Jhd8nBfZUYYKnlhYIBLRYMlHQgJtHGXfKImt34f&typo=1 

website: 

 

First Name: Jenna 

Last Name: Schwerzmann 

Address 1: 35 Shrubland Road 

City: Southampton 

State: NY 

Zip Code: 11968 

E-mail: jenna.schwerzmann@gmail.com 

File Upload: No file uploaded. 

Comment: Please focus on water conservation rather than drilling for new pipes. Thank you. 
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I sit on the Town of Southold Water Advisory Committee and the comments I provide in this 

statement regarding the North Fork Pipeline Project are my own and do not represent the 

town.  Due to time restrictions in reviewing the document, I have limited my comments to 

the content of the Hydrogeologic Investigation contained in Appendix B of the DEIS. 

 

Appendix B North Fork Water Min Project: Hydrogeologic Analysis and route Evaluation 

Study Report 

1. DEIS overstates the benefits of the preferred alternative (Page 5): “The Nork Fork water main 

will help preserve and restore the local aquifer, even when faced with changing climate conditions. This is 

because the water main will decrease the demand from Su?olk County Water Authority production wells and 

reduce the risk of over-pumping in the Town of Southold.  Bringing water in from outside the North Fork 

hydrogeologic system will further help to preserve and restore the aquifer.”   

This statement overstates the benefits of the preferred action as peak demand is 

experienced in very limited circumstances as 5 hour periods during the 5 months of the 

year when residential irrigation is in use. 

“The Southold system is easily capable of providing this normal o?-peak demand.”  (p.24). The existing 

water supply system adequately meets the current needs of the residents of the Town of 

Southold for 7 months of the year and for all but 5 hours a day during days of peak demand 

(2-7 am in June, July, August, September and October).  The system fails to meet the needs 

of the community ONLY during discrete periods of peak demand which vary each year, day 

and month due to variations in temperature and precipitation. The cause of the increased 

peak demand in the warmer months has been attributed to non-agricultural irrigation.  The 

risks of over-pumping presented in the DEIS are limited to periods of peak demand in the 

months where irrigation is needed.   

The DEIS introduces a plan to discontinue use of 8 public supply wells with increasing 

concentrations of chlorides in the Southold system as the increases in chloride 

concentrations are indicators of salt water intrusion.  It is asserted that the discontinuance 

of regular use of 8 of the wells in the network will help preserve the local aquifer by 

reducing the risk of over pumping and causing a permanent, non reversible condition of 

salt water intrusion in the proximity of these supply wells. 

Aquifer restoration is not discussed in the DEIS even though it is presented as a benefit of 

the preferred action. 
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2. Calculations of projected growth in new services for main body of Southold use possible 

outlier data from pandemic period and may skew growth high relative to true growth rates 

(Table 3). 

In the year 2050, projected annual volumetric demand on an annual basis is 2,001 million 

gallons.  This is only 504 million gallons more than what was produced in 2024 (Table 6). 

The projected annual volumetric demand is based upon projected growth of new services 

in Town of Southold of 113 new connections/year (in the Southold main project area) which 

are anticipated from both conversions of households with private wells as well as new 

homes.  The 113 average for new services is calculated using 5 years of data (2021-2025) as 

shown on Table 3 of Appendix B.  As shown on the table, the number of new connections 

has decreased from 149 in 2021 to 98 in 2025.  Given that 2021 was a pandemic year when 

many New Yorkers moved out to their seasonal homes, it is possible that the number of 

new services spiked to 149 as a result of increased conversions from private well to public 

supply and/or increased new construction.  Removing the 149 new services outlier and 

taking the average of the other 4 years yields a projected increase in public supply of 103 

new services a year.  The median of the 5 years of new services also yields a value of 103 

which may be a better indicator of projected new services. Reviewing the previous 5 years 

of data on new services may confirm whether the 149 new services is an outlier or not.  

Nonetheless, over the 25 years of projected increases in service, this reduction of 10 new 

services a year would result in 250 fewer new services, bringing the projected new main 

body services from 12,682 down to 12,432 and the total number of projected services 

(including the Orient phase of the project) from 13,044 to 12,794. Using the peak demand 

factor of 1.27, the resulting peak demand for water would be projected to be 16,248 gpm or 

321 gpm less than the 16,569 gpm proposed in the DEIS. 

3. Removal of wells from service and growth projections result in need for only limited 

amounts of water during select times of the year.    Eight wells are being proposed to be 

removed from service (Table 7) and held in reserve for emergency purposes only.  The 

reduction in annual average production from these wells is 32.497 million gallons. 

 It is expected that projected annual production by wells on the North Fork after the 

pipeline goes into service will be 1486 million gallons.  It was 1497 million gallons in 2024 

and is estimated to reach 1529 million gallons in 2026 before the pipeline goes into service.  

Given the limited amount of water that needs to be replaced as a result of removing 8 wells 

from service and the limited amounts of water needed to meet peak demand during the 5 

months when irrigation is used, it is unconscionable that Town of Southold is not involved 

in the decision making processes for this project and preproject planning. 
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4. Impacts to the Water Table from the proposed project: 

The groundwater model predicts a maximum localized 0.27 foot rise in the elevation of the 

water table on the North Fork as a result of the project.  While the model doesn’t take sea 

level rise into account because it will occur whether or not the project is undertaken, it is 

important to note that sea level has already risen about 10 inches on the North Fork relative 

to it’s position in the 1930’s as measured from New London, CT (Long Island Sound 

Partnership, Sea Level Trends). For homes in low lying areas this may be the diderence 

between a safe 3 foot separation distance between the bottom of a leaching pool/seepage 

facility and an unsafe condition where pathogens may escape an unimproved septic 

system, move directly into groundwater and be transmitted to surrounding water bodies 

placing our shellfish and fisheries at risk of contamination. 

The greatest rise in water table elevations is predicted by the groundwater model for only a 

few areas within Southold ( Orient Village, East Marion, Hortons Neck in Southold, and 

Mattituck) (see Figure 5 of the groundwater model presented in Appendix B of Appendix B- 

Hydrogeologic Investigation of the DEIS). 

Rising sea level increases the elevation of the water table and creates many problems in 

coastal communities such as: inundation of subsurface infrastructure (e.g.septic systems, 

buried sewer pipes, water supply piping, buried utility lines); instability of roads in areas 

where the water table moves closer to the ground surface; and increased flooding from 

storms as the vadose zone is reduced.   

The groundwater model run for the DEIS predicts a maximum increase of 0.3 feet in the 

water table as a result of implementation of the project.   The modeled increase in height of 

the water table is not considered a potential significant impact because the elevation 

increase is within the range of annual fluctuations of the water table and because sea level 

rise is expected to continue whether or not the project is implemented.  However, the 

potential impacts to subsurface infrastructure, roads and increases in flooding NEED to be 

addressed in the DEIS if project implementation contributes to their occurrence.  And the 

model for the North Fork must take sea level rise into account so that all public policy 

makers become fully aware of the potential impacts of the proposed project. 

5. The siting study for new public supply wells is flawed because it did not consider 

agricultural land that has been preserved for development of new public supply wells 

(p69). 

The siting study presented on p. 69 of the hydrogeologic investigation eliminated preserved 

agricultural land from further consideration for potential new well locations even though 

exemptions could be carved out from their protections to use these lands for the public 
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good.  The siting study criteria are flawed and there may in fact be satisfactory new 

locations for public supply wells on the North Fork that have never been considered. 

 

In addition, USGS has recently mapped a confining unit on the North Fork and identified a 

potential new aquifer that appears to be partially confined and may be able to provide 

water in sudicient quantity and quality for public supply.  While preparation of the DEIS has 

overlapped with the finalization of the Long Island Groundwater Sustainability Project 

(Phase II, Sudolk County), it is not mentioned in the DEIS, nor has provision for 

incorporation of its’ findings been made.  It is necessary to incorporate all new scientific 

data into the DEIS for the North Fork as it has been many years since additional research 

into the hydrogeology of the area has been conducted and new information may become 

available to assist with aquifer management and infrastructure planning. 

 

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Caroline Yates 

September 25, 2026 
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