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CONVERSION FACTORS AND ABBREVIATIONS

For readers who may prefer to use metric (International System) units
rather than the inch-pound units used in this report, values may be converted

by using the following factors:

Multiply inch-pound unit by
inch (in) 2.54
feet (ft) 0.3048
miles (mi) 1.609
square miles (mi?) 2.59
cubic feet per second 28.32

(£t3/s) 0.02832
gallons per minute per foot 0.01923
[(gal/min)/ft]
feet per day (ft/d) 0.3048
SI Units
millimeter (mm) 0.03937
centimeter (cm) 0.3937
gram (g) 0.03527

degrees Celsius (°C)

1.8 (°C) + 32

To obtain metric unit

centimeters (cm)

meters (m)

kilometers (km)

square kilometers (km?2)

liters per second (L/s)

cubic meters per second
(m3/s)

liters per second per meter
[(L/s)/m]

meters per day (m/d)

inch (in)
inch (in)
ounce (oz)
degrees Fahrenheit (°F)

Other Abbreviations

Milligrams per liter (mg/L)
Micrograms per liter (ug/L)

Millions of gallons per day (Mgal/d)
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Limitations in Modeling the Freshwater/Saltwater Interface

An additional factor that restricts use of the model to predict drawdowns
near a pumping well is the simplified representation of the freshwater/
saltwater interface. The equations solved in the model computer code are
based upon the assumption that the two fluids (freshwater and saltwater) are
immiscible and separated by a sharp interface. In reality, however, the two
fluids are miscible, and the interface is a zone of dispersion. In large-
scale areal simulations, this discrepancy has only a minor effect upon model
results, but on a smaller scale, the error can be larger. In addition, a
high-capacity pumping well operated cyclically causes high ground-water
velocities and possibly saltwater upconing, both of which increase the
hydrodynamic dispersion and thus broaden the transition zone between saltwater
and freshwater.

Saltwater Upconing

Saltwater upconing in the Montauk area is imminent, as evidenced by
elevated chloride concentrations in water from public—-supply wells.
Investigation of this phenomenon requires detailed study at individual sites.
Most analytical methods used to predict saltwater upconing beneath a pumping
well are inaccurate because of the need for simplifying assumptions in the
analysis. Numerical methods have been developed and used by Hsieh (1977) to
investigate upconing elsewhere on the south fork. Although that model
provided information about the depth of the interface, the amount of computer
time necessary to obtain solutions proved too costly for application in this
study.

Even though development of a site-specific numerical model to simulate
saltwater upconing to a pumping well was beyond the scope of this study,
several aspects of the problem are addressed below.

Saltwater upconing is highly sensitive to the pumping rate. Under
certain conditions, a stable saltwater cone can form beneath a well pumping at
a steady rate, and when the pumping rate is increased, a new stable saltwater
cone will form after a transition period. If the pumping rate continues to
increase, however, a critical state will eventually be reached at which the
depth of the interface becomes unstable, and any further increase in pumping
rate will cause the cone to intersect the well screen, thereby introducing
saline water. If the well is pumped at an excessive rate intermittently, the
cone will move upward toward the well until pumping ceases, then will drop
back toward the prepumping level. Repeated movement of the cone in this
manner will gradually broaden the zone of diffusion by hydrodynamic
dispersion, molecular dispersion, and mixing, and eventually salty water will
enter the pumping well--a situation now occurring on the Montauk area.

To avoid the introduction of brine into a well, a conservative approach
to well construction and operation should be taken, whereby pumping rates and
schedules allow a safe and stable cone to develop that the maximum stress will
not alter.
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Method of Imvestigation

Stable coning of brine beneath freshwater wells was studied by Bennett
and others (1968) through a combination of a graphical procedure developed by
Muskat (1937) to locate the interface and an electric-analog flow model to
predict the head distribution about the well. The flow model was constructed

to simulate equilibrium axisymmetric flow to a well, as described by Stallman
(1963).

Through the technique of successive approximation, the highest stable
brine cone was found for each of 18 different experimental pumping schemes.
Six different screen penetrations were simulated under three values of the
flow—net constant

h,\2 Ky
-] - (6)

Te K,

where: hy is initial thickness of freshwater,
r, is radius of influence of well,
K; is horizontal hydraulic conductivity, and
K, is vertical hydraulic conductivity.

The problem is investigated under certain assumptions and boundary conditions,
as detailed by Bennett and others (1968). The main assumptions are that: (1)
steady-state flow prevails; (2) drawdown, h, - h,, is a small fraction of the
freshwater thickness; (3) steady-state flow is sustained by uniform areal
recharge over the area of influence of the well; (4) the constant—potential
boundary at the radius of influence of the well, Tas is equal to the head
throughout the freshwater aquifer before pumping; and (5) the well screen is
considered a cylinder coaxial with the z axis, and its geometry is described
by the fractional elevations of its top, Zt/ho, bottom, Zb/ho, and fractional
radius, ry,/rg,

where: Zt is distance from initial interface location to screen top;
Zy, is distance from initial interface location to screen bottom, and

8 is radius of well.

In the experiments by Bennett and others (1968), flow-net constants
[(ho/re)2 Kl/Kz] of 1.71, 0.423 and 0.0256 were investigated. The ratio of
the screen radius to the radius of influence, rw/re, was 1:2,896, and the top
of the screen was set at Z;/hy, = 0.95. The screen bottom was set at Zb/ho =
0.35, 0.45, 0.55, 0.65, 0.75, and 0.85 in the six experiments at each flow-net
constant. From these experiments, 18 dimensionless flow nets were drawn that
detail the location of the brine cone, fractional potential lines, and flow
tubes, and several terms were introduced. Maximum permissible drawdown is
defined as the maximum drawdown at which the well can be operated with no
inflow of saltwater for a given density contrast and original freshwater
thickness. Similarly, the specific-capacity function indicates the well's
specific capacity with no inflow of saltwater for a given horizontal hydraulic
conductivity and original freshwater thickness. The product of the maximum
permissible drawdown function and the dimensionless specific-capacity function
indicates the maximum permissible discharge at which the well can operate
without drawing saltwater into the well. This is based on a given density
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contrast between fresh and saltwater, original freshwater thickness, and
horizontal hydraulic conductivity. In addition, dimensionless plots of
specific capacity, maximum permissible drawdown, and maximum permissible
discharge versus altitude of screen bottom were provided in Bennett and
others (1968).

The experimental results show a certain highest point of safe saltwater
upconing for all wells pumping freshwater above static saltwater. This
highest stable position is a function of the flow-net constant and the
boundary conditions, particularly the altitude of the screen top and bottom
and the screen radius. The highest stable cone position is the same
regardless of the density contrast, but the drawdown and freshwater discharge
associated with the highest stable cone position increase as the density
contrast increases.

The dimensionless analysis by Bennett and others (1968) provides a means
by which the results can be applied to many similar flow systems. Suitability
of application of the dimensionless analysis is dependent upon the flow-net
constant for the particular system under investigation. Even if the flow-net
constant of the natural system is close to one of the three flow-net constants
investigated by Bennett and others, general conclusions about well design and
pumping rates can be made.

Dimensionless Analysis of Brine Coning in the Montauk Area

Flow-net constants for the Montauk area were calculated from assumed
values for each variable in the flow-net constant equation, as outlined below.

Q
Radius of influence (r,) = [— (7)

Wr
where  well discharge (Q) = 300 gal/min
recharge rate (W) = 4,05 x 10-3 in/min (21.3 in/yr)

ho\2 K

Flow-net constant =| — — (8)
e K,

where freshwater thickness (ho) = 100 ft.

Anisotropy ratios Kl/Kz of 3:1 and 10:1 were investigated, and flow-net
constants were calculated to be 0.0079 and 0.0265, respectively. Although
anisotropy estimated by the numerical-model pumping-test analysis discussed
earlier was 3:1, calculations of maximum permissible discharge were made from
the 10:1 anisotropy because the applicable flow-net constant closely
approximated the 0.0256 flow-net constant used in Bennett and others' (1968)
analog studies. With the top of the screen set at Z¢/hy = 0.95 and the bottom
of the screen set at the fractional elevation Zb/ho = 0,65 (in this case 35 ft
below the initial water table), the maximum permissible drawdown is 4.9 ft at
a maximum permissible discharge of 235 gal/min. With the screen bottom set at
the fractional elevation of 0.85 (10 ft of screen with the bottom set 15 ft
below the initial water table), the maximum permissible drawdown is 12.9 ft at
a discharge of 258 gal/min.
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The effects of varying screen length upon the flow lines, equipotential
lines, and the level of saltwater upconing for a given flow-net constant is
shown in figure 34. Dimensionless flow nets for the flow-net constant 0.0256
with the screen bottom set at a fractional elevation of 0.65 are shown in
figure 34A and with the screen bottom set at a fractional elevation of 0.85 in
figure 34B. The most notable difference between these flow nets is the
altitude of the stable brine cone at the two different screen settings. The
shorter screen tends to concentrate the lines of equal head around the screen
and also raises the altitude of the brine cone; it also increases the maximum
permissible drawdown.

The relationship between the (dimensionless) screen-bottom altitude,

Q

Zy/h,, and the (dimensionless) specific-capacity function, |[——|, is
hoK (hy _ h
1° 0 W
shown in figure 35. The curves for each flow-net constant lie close to each
other, indicating that specific capacity is less sensitive to the variables in
the flow-net constant, such as original freshwater thickness and aquifer
anisotropy, than to screen length.

Q£
. . . s . p
A plot of dimensionless maximum permissible discharge,| — |,
thozAp
Water tabl
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Figure 34.--Dimensionless flow nets for a flow-net comstant of 0.0256.
A. Fractional screen elevation at 0.65. B. At 0.85.
(Modified from Bemnett and others, 1968.)
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in relation to the screen-bottom altitude, Zp/h,, is shown in figure 36. The
maximum permissible discharge varies greatly from one value of the flow-net
constant to another. Where the value of the flow-net constant is small, as in
the Montauk area, the maximum permissible discharge does not vary signifi-
cantly with screen-bottom altitude, as the sample calculations of maximum
permissible discharge for two different screen settings that were presented
earlier in the report indicate. Increasing the length of the screen by
lowering the screen bottom 20 ft decreased the maximum permissible discharge

by only about 25 gal/min.

EXPLANATION TO FIGURE 34

— ¥=0.1 — Streamline, or intersection of stream surface with r-z plane,
where ¥ is the stream function, a dimensionless term giving
the fraction of the well discharge enclosed within the stream
surface in question.

—=—0.8—— Line of equal head, or intersection of surface of equal head
with r-z plane, numbered according to the value of the
h-h
dimensionless term hy— along the surface in question,

where: h is the hydraulic head, measured above the level of
the interface at r, as datum;
h, is the head of the water table at r, and the
thickness of the freshwater at re; and
h, is the head along the face of the well screen.

h'- h-h r z
EO—Eg indicates the value of Eo—hw at (re =1, hy = O).

z
Screen top is at E; = 0.95 in both flownets.
Ty 1
Fractional screen radius o, 1s 2896 in both flownets.
h
o)
Both flownets have been plotted for a dimension ratio, T, of
0.173.

E Well screen
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Conclusions From the Dimensionless Analysis

The analog studies and dimensionless equations can be a useful guide in
determining well-construction specifications and pumping-management schemes.
Dimensionless plots of Bennett and others (1968) in figures 34-36 seem to
indicate that. the aquifer characteristics and recharge rates of the Montauk
area limit the number of variations in well design and operation. The
freshwater lens in the Montauk area is relatively thin, which severely limits
the maximum allowable pumping rate. Furthermore, the sample calculations
presented here assume a ratio of horizontal to vertical hydraulic conductivity
of about 10:1, but anisotropy in the Montauk area is closer to 3:1. The lower
anisotropy allows relatively large vertical movement of water and a greater
tendency to develop saltwater upconing.

The dimensionless flow-net plot in figure 34 suggests that the diameter
of the well has little influence on brine-cone development, especially where a
long screen is used. The ratio of ry to r, was fixed in the original model
construction; thus, to assume a value for either ry, or r, in the trial
calculations is to fix the value of the other. The difficulty can be
circumvented to some extent by visualizing a larger or smaller diameter well
screen in figure 35. This would extend or reduce the horizontal parts of the
flowlines near the well screen, causing a reduction or increase in the
specific capacity of the well as different equipotential lines are intersected
by the well, but the overall flow pattern would not be affected.
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The design specifications for the screen length of a well are commonly
inflexible. 1In the analog studies by Bennett and others (1968), the top of
the screen was chosen at a fractional elevation of 0.95. Aquifer response and
well-entrance losses may dictate a deeper setting for the top of the screen.
Furthermore, efficiency of operation may require that the screen bottom be set
deeper than the maximum permissible discharge would allow. For the Montauk
area, where the flow-net constant is probably less than 0.0256, the maximum
permissible discharge does not decrease rapidly with deeper screen settings,
but it is still desirable to set the screen top and bottom at the highest
level consistent with the drawdown and well-entrance losses that will be
encountered. Ideally, a large-diameter gravel pack should be installed around
the screen to minimize well-entrance losses.

In addressing optimum well design and operation, water-supply managers

must decide what withdrawal rate they wish to use. Peak pumpage and long-term
average pumpage differ greatly. The water manager must decide whether the
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well design and operation should prevent movement of the freshwater/saltwater
interface into the well screen or whether some upconing to the well, through
extended periods of time, would be permissible. The present design and
operation of the public-supply wells in the area is causing an increase in
chloride concentration in the wells.

Analysis of brine coning through the dimensionless plots provided by
Bennett and others (1968) indicates that the design capacity of most present
public-supply wells (300 gal/min) exceeds the maximum permissible discharge
for safe steady-state brine coning. Calculations presented earlier in this
report yielded a maximum permissible discharge of 235 gal/min with a
fractional screen zone from 0.65 to 0.95 of h, at an anisotropy of 10:1. For
the Montauk area, anisotropy is probably closer to 3:1, in which case the
maximum permissible discharge would be less than the calculated 235 gal/min,
but how much less is unknown.

ASSESSMENT OF FRESHWATER AVAILABILITY

Results of the model studies indicate that on a regional scale,
sufficient freshwater is available to meet the needs of the projected 1995
permanent population, even under conditions of sustained peak stress.
However, local saltwater upconing and continued elevation of chloride
concentration at some wells may require consideration of alternative methods
of developing the area's freshwater resources.

Freshwater beneath the Montauk area forms a relatively thin lens that
floats on denser saline water. As on any island, drawdowns from pumping wells
should be minimized because they produce localized upconing of salt water from
below. To minimize upconing requires that the stress be widely distributed in
what is commonly referred to as a "skimming” type of operation. This requires
many low-capacity wells that are spread far enough apart that each has only a
small cone of depression and that none of these overlap. In this way fresh
water is skimmed from the top of the aquifer, and large cones of depression,
strong vertical gradients, and the resulting saltwater upconing are avoided.

The simplest way to implement a skimming operation is to require an
individual well for each residence and multiple wells for businesses that
require large volumes of freshwater. Development in this manner will allow
the maximum draft of fresh water.

An alternative to private wells for each residence and business is to
continue expansion of the public-supply system to meet future water needs, a
trend that has already begun. The design and siting of future wells must be
carefully planned to minimize saltwater upconing, however. Numerical-model
analyses of anticipated withdrawal rates indicate that if the stress is
distributed over several wells instead of just one, unacceptable levels of
saltwater upconing should not occur. Specific guidelines regarding well
design and location are beyond the scope of this study, but some general
conclusions can be inferred from the model results presented herein and from
the analog-model studies of upconing by Bennett and others (1968). These
general conclusions are summarized below.
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Effects of Well Placement

To minimize the possibility of saltwater contamination, the location of
wells must be considered. Wells should be away from the shore, where
practical, to reduce the risk of inducing movement of the saltwater toe toward
the well. Locating wells within the central part of the landmass will place
them where the freshwater aquifer thickness is greatest (fig. 16).

A less obvious consideration for the location of wells is the hydrologic
effect of the overlying till unit. Data from the pumping test of May 11-12,
1982, indicate that this unit acts as a confining layer to the principal
aquifer. Confining the principal aquifer decreases the aquifer storativity,
which in turn causes the effects of pumping stresses to propagate more quickly
through the aquifer. This does not present a problem for development of
freshwater resources when the supply wells are operated below the maximum rate
for stable saltwater upconing under steady-state conditions, but if the wells
are operated at a higher rate, even for short durations, upconing will occur
more quickly than if the aquifer were unconfined.

The principal aquifer is confined throughout most of the Montauk area.
However, the till unit is above the water table or absent in some sections of
Hither Hills (fig. 5), so that transient upconing caused by seasonal excessive
pumping may be less serious here than elsewhere. One Suffolk County Water
Authority well, S51275, is in an area where the aquifer is unconfined and,
unlike wells in areas that are confined, it shows no increase in chloride
concentration through time. This indicates that wells should be located where
the aquifer is unconfined so that upconing will be less sensitive to cyclic
overpumping by supply wells.

Effects of Well Design

Well construction can be designed to minimize the possibility of salt-
water upconing, as outlined in the section on "Site-~Specific Considerations™
(p. 78). Briefly, the bottom of the well screen should be set at the
shallowest position that will provide an adequate discharge. The shallower the
well screen, the farther upward the saltwater cone must rise before it will be
drawn into the well. Also, the diameter of the well screen can be increased,
or a large gravel pack placed around the screen, to increase the specific
capacity of the well, possibly allowing a shallower placement of the screen
bottom. Pumping rates must be kept low, even when the well is designed for
optimum freshwater skimming. Sample calculations presented earlier, based on
analog-model studies of saltwater upconing, indicate that a pumping rate as low
as 200 gal/min may be enough to induce saltwater upconing in the Montauk area.

The preceding statments do not necessarily imply that all wells in the
area should be designed to produce a condition of stable coning. For example,
if wells are installed in areas where the principal aquifer is unconfined, the
rate of saltwater movement toward a pumping well may be slow enough to allow
intermittent pumping rates slightly in excess of the maximum permissible rate
for stable saltwater coning. However, this is an engineering or
water-management decision that may require future site-specific study.
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Effects of Future Development

The level of development in the Montauk area is low at present, but
indications are that considerable land development will occur before 1995.
The increased population will place an additional demand on the ground-water
system, and although freshwater will be available in sufficient quantity to
meet the demand, the chemical quality of the water may be affected.

Most wastewater is currently disposed of through cesspools and septic
tanks. Significant increases in population density will result in increased
discharge of wastewater to the ground-water system, and, in view of the
relatively thin layer of freshwater available and the necessarily shallow
supply-well screen settings, wastewater entering the aquifer will eventually
reach the pumping centers.

One possible measure to avoid contamination of the ground-water system by
wastewater would be the installation of sanitary sewers. Sanitary sewers have
been used in other areas of Long Island for many years with some success in
abating contamination of ground water from cesspools and septic tanks (Ragone
and others, 1981).

Treated wastewater from sewage-treatment plants elsewhere on Long Island
is generally disposed of by ocean outfall, which reduces the quantity of water
recharging the aquifer because it removes wastewater that would otherwise be
returned to the system through septic tanks and cesspools. The effects of
sanitary sewers upon ground-water levels in western Long Island has been well
documented (Franke, 1968; Garber and Sulam, 1976; and Sulam, 1979). If water
managers should decide to institute wastewater treatment and disposal on a
large scale in the Montauk area, the effects of reduced recharge combined with
increased pumpage to supply the needs of a growing population may result in
overdraft and saltwater intrusion into the aquifer. Probably the only way in
which sanitary sewers could be used in the Montauk area would be to treat the
wastewater and return it to the aquifer through recharge basins and injection
wells. A pilot study was conducted by the U.S. Geological Survey on Long
Island to evaluate the effectiveness of returning highly treated wastewater to
the aquifer through ponding basins (Aronson, 1980; Schneider and Oaksford,
1986; and Schneider and others, in press).

Before a decision to construct sanitary sewers is made, their effect on
ground-water levels and freshwater thickness must be evaluated. If it is
found that sanitary sewers can be operated only in conjunction with artificial
recharge, then methods and the desirability of returning reclaimed wastewater
to the aquifer must be evaluated.

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Construction and development in the Montauk area is occurring at a rapid
rate. This, combined with a large influx of seasonal vacationers, places a
heavy demand for fresh ground water upon a public-supply system that is already
experiencing elevated chloride concentrations at some wells. The freshwater
resources of the Montauk area were investigated during 1980-83 to evaluate the
present aquifer conditions and the potential for future development.
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Test drilling indicates that freshwater in the Montauk area occurs almost
exclusively in deposits of Pleistocene age. The principal aquifer and sole
source of fresh ground water in the area is a deposit of fine- to coarse-
grained stratified glacial drift. The aquifer is bounded on the bottom by a
marine clay unit--possibly the Gardiners(?) Clay--and on the top by a
discontinuous deposit known as the upper unit of undifferentiated till and
stratified drift (the till unit), which generally has low permeability and
locally confines the principal aquifer. In most places, the altitude of the
base of freshwater is not more than 150 ft below sea level, but the thickness
of freshwater in the aquifer is limited by the marine clay unit at depths
slightly higher than 100 ft below sea level.

Test drilling has indicated that the zone of diffusion at the freshwater/
saltwater interface is generally not more than 20 ft thick. Water samples
from wells screened in the zone of diffusion or just above show no clear
temporal trend in chloride concentration, which indicates that neither
seasonal nor long—~term regional movement of the interface has occurred as yet.

Precipitation, the sole source of freshwater in the area, averages from
41 to 43 inches per year. Direct runoff is approximately 1 inch per year, and
evapotranspiration is approximately 20 inches per year; the remaining 21
inches recharges the principal aquifer.

Hydraulic conductivity of the principal aquifer was estimated from
specific—capacity data and an aquifer-pumping test. The average horizontal
hydraulic conductivity as calculated from the specific-capacity data is about
250 ft/d; the value calculated from graphical analysis and numerical flow
modeling of the aquifer-pumping test indicates a value of between 270 and 280
ft/d, with a vertical hydraulic conductivity of approximately 90 ft/d and a
storage coefficient between 1.1 x 1073 and 2.2 x 1073,

A numerical model to simulate areal flow of freshwater and saltwater was
developed to evaluate both the present aquifer conditions and the potential
for future development in the area. Model results indicate that, on a
regional scale, the principal aquifer is capable of producing more than the
nearly 0.6 Mgal/d currently being withdrawn for public supply and should be
capable of supplying enough water to meet the needs of the population
projected for 1995.

Analyses of chloride concentrations and pumpage for public-supply wells
indicate a direct relationship between pumpage and elevated chloride levels,
and linear-regression analysis of chloride concentrations over recent years
shows an increasing trend. Even though model results indicate that the
ground-water system has not been overdeveloped, the local increase in chloride
is cause for future concern. On a regional basis the freshwater supply is
sufficient, but the elevated chloride concentrations at specific sites can be
avoided only through careful management of pumping rate and proper location,
design, and spacing of future wells.

Dimensionless analysis of analog-model studies of saltwater upconing
indicates that current management practices should be reevaluated. Although
the analog-model studies are not directly transferable to the Montauk area
owing to differences in aquifer characteristics, the following generalizations
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can be drawn: (1) extended withdrawals (longer than several hours per day)

of 300 gal/min from individual wells are too great for safe development of the
Montauk ground-water system; (2) wells should be designed with large-diameter
screens with gravel packs so that the bottoms of the screens can be set at
shallow depths without diminishing specific capacity; (3) dimensionless
analysis of the analog studies cannot be used to determine the maximum safe
discharge of supply wells in the area because of the area's unique hydrologic
conditions; however, indications are that a pumping rate of less than 200
gal/min may be necessary to establish a stable saltwater cone beneath an
optimally designed well.

Pumpage from public-supply wells increases sharply during the summer.
The resulting transient saltwater upconing can be minimized by placing wells
where the aquifer is not confined by the till unit. Drawdowns would be
smaller for a given discharge; hence, the development of saltwater upconing
would be less because of the high specific yield in the unconfined areas.

Sufficient freshwater is available in the Montauk area for the needs of
the present and projected 1995 population of the area. With proper design and
development of supply wells, draft on the system could be increased without
causing saltwater intrusion. However, additional study of saltwater upconing
beneath public-supply wells in the area would be needed to define the optimum
design, location, and rate of pumping for future public-supply wells.
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Table 11.-Hater levels in the Montauk area, Long Island, N.Y.

[Well locations are shown in pl. l; water levels are in feet above sea level;
some measurement: from Suffolk County Department of Health Services.]

S16118
Latitude: 41°00'07" Land surface datum: 4.8 ft
Longitude: 72°02'01" Well depth: 46 ft
Highest water level: 3.07 ft Screened interval: -24.4 to -39.4 ft
Lowest water level: 1.77 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
3-28-74 2.05 10-29-80 2.70 5- 5-81 2.47 11- 3-81 2.17 5- 4-82 2.26
4- 8-74 2.33 11-25-80 2.65 6~ 1-81 2.17 12~ 7-81 2.64 6~ 1-82 2.66
10-21-74 2.10 12-17-80 2.21 6-24-81 2.38 1- 7-82 3.07 7- 7-82 2.30
4-22-75 2.10 1-26-81 1.77 8- 3-81 1.79 2~ 8-82 2.41 8- 2-82 2.18
4- 6-76 2.41 2-27-81 3.07 8-31-81 1.95 3- 9-82 2.64 9-13-82 1.85
10- 5-76 2.64 3-26-81 2.38 10- 5-81 2.13 4~ 5-82 2.39 10~-18-82 2.68
S48519
Latitude: 41°02'43" Land surface datum: 63.5 ft
Longitude: 71°56'01" Well depth: 82 ft
Highest water level: 3.96 Screened interval: -6.2 to -16.2 ft
Lowest water levdl: 2.07
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
1~ 8-74 2.73 4-21-75 2.80 4~14-78 3.32 12-17-80 2.42 10- 5-81 2.40
2-27-74 2.74 6- 9-75 3.23 1- 3-79 2.86 1-26-81 2.44 11- 3-81 2.30
3~-23-74 2.82 9-26-75 2.89 3- 7-79 3.96 2-27-81 2.67 12- 7-81 2.55
5- 8-74 2.97 12-23-75 3.14 6-19-79 3.12 3- 5-81 2.87 1- 7-82 2.83
6- 3-74 3.08 4- 8-76 3.12 9-17-79 2.69 3-26-81 2.63 3- 9-82 2.74
7-15-74 2.88 6-22-76 2.56 12-27-79 2.78 5- 5-81 2.80 4- 5-82 2.51
8-14-74 2.67 10- 7-76 2.96 3-13-80 2.13 6- 1-81 2.50 5- 4-82 2.60
9-23-74 2.59 12-22-76 2.07 6-15-80 2.91 6-17-81 2.62 6- 1-82 2.82
10-15-74 2.63 3-25-77 2,88 9-12-80 2.41 6-24-81 2.50 7- 7-82 3.12
10-23-74 2.51 6-20-77 2.87 10-29-80 2.36 8- 3-81 2.32 8- 2-82 3.00
10-31-74 2.51 9-27-77 3.13 11-26-80 2.49 8-31-81 2.42 9-13-82 2.49
2- 3-75 2.65 12-12-77 3.00 12- 4-80 2.28 9-22-81 2.53 10-18-82 2.81
2-18-75 2.92
S48577
Latitude: 41°01'49" Land surface datum: 168 ft
Longi tude: 71°58'32" Well depth: 189 fr
Highest water level: 4.50 ft Screened interval: -6.5 to -16.5 ft
Lowest water level: 2.78 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
1- 8-74 3.66 2-18-75 3.79 3-25-77 3.33 3-13-80 3.23 12- 7-81 3.26
2-27-74 3.63 3-14-75 3.36 6-20-77 3.63 6-15-80 3.29 1- 7-82 3.35
4- 8-74 4,17 4- 9-75 3.63 9-22-77 3.75 9-12-80 3.69 2- 8-82 2.98
5- 8-74 3.67 4-23-75 3.59 12-15-77 3.54 10-29-80 2.21 3- 5-82 3.23
6- 3-74 3.99 5-14-75 3.81 3-29-78 3.94 11-25-80 2.31 3- 9-82 2.86
7-15-74 4,42 6- 9-75 3.62 7-21-78  4.24 12-17-80 3.41 4- 5-82 2.78
8-14-74 4,18 7-14-75 4,00 10-11-78 4.22 3-26-81 3.23 S- 4-82 3.08
9-27-74 3.99 9-26-75 4,29 1- 3-79 3.70 6-24-81 3.13 6- 1-82 3.35
10-15-74 4.14 12-23-75 4.10 3- 7-79 4.32 8- 3-81 3.34 7- 7-82 3.81
11-23-74 3.80 4— 7-76 4,07 6-19-79  4.39 8-31-81 3.43 8- 2-82 3.90
11-31-74 3.98 6-22-76 3.93 9-18-79 4,50 10- 5-81 3.41 9-13-82 3.73
1-17-75 3.33 10- 7-76 4,03 12-28-79 3.77 11- 3-81 3.21 10-18~82 3.65
2- 3-75 3.74 12-22-76 2.93
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Table 11.--Water levels in the Montauk area, Long Island, N.Y.--continued

[Well locations are shown in pl. l: water levels are in feet above sea level;
some measurements from Suffolk County Department of Health Services.]

S48579
Latitude: 41°03'16" Land surface datum: 38.5 ft
Longi tude: 71°53'55" Well depth: 66 ft
Highest water level: 3.94 ft Screened interval: -27.5 to -30.5 ft
Lowest water level: 2.46 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
1- 8-74 3.15 2-18-75 3.15 6-20-77 3.31 10-29-80 2,70 11- 3-81 2.63
2-27-74 3.09 3-14-75 3.21 9-27-77 3.52 11-26-80 2.81 12- 7-81 2.81
3- 8-74 3.71 4- 9-75 3.65 12- 6-77 2.80 12-17-80 2.77 1- 7-82 2.91
5- 8-74 3.50 4-23-75 3.22 3-24-78 3.49 1-26-81 2.63 2- 8-82 2.58
6- 3-74 3.52 5-14-75 3.58 7-21-78 3.47 2-27-81 2.99 3- 9-82 2.92
7-15-74 3.37 6- 9-75 3.85 1- 3-79 3.31 3-26-81 2.89 4- 5-82 2.83
8-14-74 3.17 7-14-75 3.45 3- 7-79 3.94 5- 5-81 3.07 5- 4-82 3.02
9-23-74 2,95 9-26-75 3.31 6-19-79 3.63 6- 1-81 2.89 6- 1-82 3.31
10~-15-74 3.00 12-23-75 3.51 9-17-79 3.03 6-29-81 2.81 7- 7-82 3.79
10-23-74 2,86 6-22-76 2.97 12-27-79 3.09 8- 3-81 2.92 8- 2-82 3.63
11-31-74 2,84 10- 8-76 3.38 3-13-80 2,47 8-31-81 3.00 9-13-82 3.17
1-17-75 2.60 12-22-76 2.46 6-15-80 3.26 10- 5-81 2.79 10-18-82 3.34
2- 3-75 2.76 3-25-77 3.01 9-12-80 2.83
-~
S$58921
Latitude: 41°00'40" Land surface datum: 48 ft
Longi tude: 72°00'25" Well depth: 75 ft
Highest water level: 3.53 ft Screened interval: -19.2 to -24.2 ft
Lowest water level: 2.11 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
10- 5-76 3.18 4- 4-79 3.01 9- 1-80 2.77 3-26-81 2.88 12- 7-81 2.55
3-25-77 2.69 6-19-79 3.00 9-12-80 2.87 5- 5-81 2.87 1- 7-82 2,77
4-26-77 3.16 7- 5-79 2.99 10-29-80 2.61 6- 1-81 2.67 2- 8-82 2.17
10-26-77 2.52 9-17-79 3.07 11-25-80 3.33 6-17-81 2,67 3- 9-82 3.16
12-13-77 2.47 10- 1-79 2.65 12- 4-80 2.26 6-26-81 2.57 4- 5-82 2.51
3-24-78 3.00 12-28-79 2.57 12-17-80 2.83 6-29-81 2,29 5- 4-82 2,46
4- 7-78 2.98 1-10-80 2,37 12-21-80 2.25 8- 3-81 2.35 6- 1-82 3.06
7- 7-78 2.76 3-13-80 2.63 1-26-81 2.11 8-31-81 2.66 7- 7-82 3.23
10- 4-78 3.02 3-28-80 3.05 2-27-81 2.95 9-22-81 2.62 8- 2-82 3.53
1-11-79 2.43 6-15-80 2,72 3- 5-81 2.62 10- 5-81 2,62 9-13-82 2,92
2- 6-79 2.36 6-17-80 2,90 3-17-81 2.72 11- 3-8l 2,53 10-18-82 3.03
3- 7-79 3.05
$58922
Latitude: 41°03'56" Land surface datum: 48 ft
Longi tude: 71°54%42" Well depth: 56 ft
Highest water level: 2.61 ft Screened interval: -3.7 to -8.7 ft
Lowest water level: 1.37 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
10- 5-76 2.33 3- 7-79 2.61 9-12-80 1.65 3-17-81 1.95 11- 3-81 1.60
3-25-77 2.00 4= 4-79 2.47 10- 8-80 2.25 3-26-81 1.91 12- 7-81 1.87
4-26-77 1.95 6-19-79 2.31 10-29-80 1.67 5- 5-81 2.04 2- 8-82 1.46
12-13-77 1.80 7- 5-79 2.31 11-26-80 1.85 6- 1-81 1.94 3- 9-82 1.86
3-24-78 2.18 10- 1-79 2.04 12- 4-80 1.60 6-17-81 1.79 4- 5-82 1.64
4- 7-78 2.25 12-28-79 1.73 12-17-80 1.70 6-24-81 1.92 5- 4-82 1.87
7- 6-78 2.39 1-10-80 1.67 12-21-80 1.37 6-26-81 1.93 6- 1-82 2.08
10- 4-78 2.51 3-13-80 1.46 1- 7-81 1.88 8~ 3-81 1.74 7- 7-82 2.42
1- 3-79 2.54 3-28-80 2,32 1-26-81 1.60 8-31-81 1.92 8- 2-82 2.30
1-11-79 2.00 6-15-80 2,06 2-27-81 1.97 9-22-81 1.76 9-13-82 1.90
2- 6-79 2.60 6-17-80 2.03 3- 5-81 1.83 10- 5-81 1.75 10-18-82 2.35
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Table 11.-Hater levels in the Montauk area, Long Island, N.Y.--continued

[Well locations are shown in pl. l; water levels are in feet above sea level;
some measurements from Suffolk County Department of Health Services.]

558923
Latitude: 41°04'04" Land surface datum: 57.4 ft
Longi tude: 71°56'59" Well depth: 96 ft
Highest water level: 4.06 ft Screened interval: -33.6 to -38.6 ft
Lowest water level: 2.67 ft .
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
10- 5-76 3.70 10- 1-79  3.50 3-26-81 3.13 10- 5-81 2.84 4-14-82 2.97
4-26-77 3.34 1-10-80 2.86 5- 5-81 3.38 11- 3-81 2.74 6- 1-82 3.01
4- 7-78 3.75 3-28-80 3.42 6- 1-81 3.11 12~ 7-81 2.94 6-22-82 4.06
7- 6-78 3,65 6-17-80 3.12 6-24-81 2.92 12-18-81 3.21 7- 7-82 3.11
10- 4-78 3.77 10- 8-80 3.31 6-26-81 3.42 1- 7-82 3.27 8- 2-82 3.31
1-11-79  3.37 10-24-80 3.00 8- 3-81 2.83 2- 8-82 2,73 9-13-82 2.86
2- 6-79 3.18 11-25-80  3.45 8-31-81 3.07 3- 9-82 3.04 9-22-82 3.57
4- 4-79 3,55 12-21-80 3.71 9-18-81 3.33 4- 5-82 2.67 10-18-82 3.38
7- 5=-79  3.49 3-17-81 3.97
$62397
Latitude: 41°01'09" Land surface datum: 57.2 ft
Longitude: 72°01'03" Well depth: 65 ft
Highest water level: 5.16 ft Screened interval: -4 to -8 ft
Lowest water level: 1.98 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
12-17-80 1.98 6- 1-81 3.12 11- 3-81 2.70 3- 9-82 3.16 7- 7-82 S5.16
1-26-81 2.70 6-24-81 3.14 12- 7-81 2.89 4~ 5-82 3.27 8- 2-82 4,73
2-27-81 2.79 8- 3-81 2.95 1- 7-82 2.73 5- 4-82 3.26 9-13-82 4,05
3-26-81 3.01 8-31-81 2.85 2- 8-82 2.88 6- 1-82 3.46 10-18-82 3.90
5- 5-81 3.03 10- 5-81 2.81
$70256
Latitude: 41°02'00" Land surface datum: 67 ft
Longitude: 72°00'16" Well depth: 175 ft
Highest water level: 3.89 ft Screened interval: -97 to -102 ft
Lowest water level: 0.97 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
1-26-81 0.97 6-24-81 1.50 11- 3-81 1.17 3- 9-82 1.17 7- 7-82 3.89
2-27-81 1.23 8- 3-81 1.41 12- 7-81 1.40 4- 5-82 1.21 8- 2-82 3.55
3-26-81 1.30 8-31-81 1.46 1- 7-82 1.20 5- 4-82 1.34 9-13-82 2.15
5- 5-81 1.30 10- 5-81 1.35 2- 8-82 0.99 6- 1-82 2.47 10-18-82 2.23
6- 1-81 1.44
$70257
Latitude: 41°01'08" Land surface datum: 50 ft
Longitude: 71°58'59" Well depth: 113 ft
Highest water level: 3.68 ft Screened interval: -54.1 to -59.1 ft
Lowest water level: 1.33 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
5- 5-81 3.68 8-31-81 2,75 1- 7-82 2.07 5- 4-82 2,03 8- 2-82 2.54
6- 1-81 3.24 10- 5-81 2.38 2- 8-82 1.33 6- 1-82 2.58 9-13-82 2,23
6-29-81 2.90 11- 3-81 2.01 3- 9-82 2.94 7- 7-82 2.10 10-18-82 2.63
8- 3-81 3.13 12- 7-81 1.92 4- 5-82 1.68
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Table 11.-4ater levels in the Montauk area, Long Island, N.Y.--continued

[Well locations are shown in pl.

1; water levels are in feet above sea level;
some measurements from Suffolk County Department of Health Services.)

$70258
Latitude: 41°03'03" Land surface datum: 46.5 ft
Longi tude: 71°56'28" Well depth: 135 ft
Highest water level: 4.80 ft Screened interval: -78.5 to -83.5 ft
Lowest water level: 2,06 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
5- 5-81 2.06 8-31-81 3.49 1- 7-82 4,17 5- 4-82 3.75 8- 2-82 4,20
6— 1-81 3.85 10- 5-81 3.75 2- 8-82 4,80 6- 1-82 4.08 9-13-82 3.80
6-24-81 3.83 11- 3-81 3.67 3- 9-82 4.11 7- 7-82 4,37 10-18-82 4.34
8- 3-81 3.39 12- 7-81 3.92 4— 5-82 3.79
570259
Latitude: 41°02'32" Land surface datum: 39.0 ft
Longitude: 71°55'37" Well depth: 102 ft
Highest water level: 3.13 ft Screened interval: -53.6 to -58.6 ft
Lowest water level: 1.67 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
5- 5-81 2.33 8-31-81 2.23 1- 7-82 2.26 5- 4-82 2.08 8- 2-82 2.53
6- 1-81 2.01 10- 5-81 2.19 2- 8-82 1.67 6— 1-82 3.13 9-13-82 2.07
6-24-81 2.35 11- 3-81 2.09 3- 9-82 2.04 7- 7 82 2.57 10-18-82 2,45
8- 3-81 2.21 12- 7-81 2.05 4- 5-82 1.71
$70260
Lat{itude: 41°02'12" Land surface datum: 28 ft
Longitude: 71°57'21" Well depth: 99 ft
Highest water level: 3.92 ft Screened interval: -66.4 to -71.4 ft
Lowest water level: 2.46 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
5- 5-81 2.85 8-31-81 2.46 1- 7-82 3.10 5- 4-82 3.02 8~ 2-82 3.54
6~ 1-81 2.79 10- 5-81 2.53 2- 8-82 3.08 6~ 1-82 3.09 9-13-82 3.13
6-24-81 2.85 11- 3-81 2.52 3- 9-82 3.08 7- 7-82 3.92 10-18-82 3.18
8- 3-8l 2.54 12— 7-81 2.78 4—- 5-82 2.97
S70261
Latitude: 41°04'18" Land surface datum: 64.5 ft
Longi tude: 71°54'12" Well depth: 164 ft
Highest water level: 47.28 ft Screened interval: -90.9 to -95.9 ft
Lowest water level: 44,63 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
6- 1-81 45,25 8-31-81 45.93 1-12-82 44,76 5- 4-82 45.60 8- 2-82 47.28
6-24-81 45.30 10- 5-81 44.76 3-15-82 45,24 6- 1-82 45.89 9-13-82 46.96
8- 3-81 44.99 11- 3-81 44,63 4- 5-82 45,40 7- 7-82 47.26
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Table 11.--Water levels in the Montauk area, Long Island, N.Y.--continued

[Well locations are shown in pl. 1; water levels are in feet above sea level;
some measurements from Suffolk County Department of Health Services.]

570262

Latitude: 41°03'43" Land surface datum: 50.5 ft

Longitude: 71°53'30" Well depth: 168 ft

Highest water level: 4.01 ft Screened interval: -107.8 to -112.8 ft

Lowest water level: 2.62 ft

Water Water Water Water Water

Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
6~ 1-81 3.28 10~ 5-81 3.08 2~ 8-82 2.86 5~ 4-82 3.18 8- 2-82 4,01
6-29-81 3.14 11- 3-81 2.62 3- 9-82 3.09 6~ 1-82 3.49 9-13-82 3.16
8~ 3-81 3.19 12- 7-81 3.15 4~ 5-82 2.85 7- 7-82 3.66 10~18-82 3.51

8-31-81 3.38

1- 7-82 3.37

$70263

Latitude: 41°02'12" Land surface datum:

Longitude: 71°57'21" Well depth:

Highest water level: 3.98 ft Screened interval: -12.4 to -17.4 ft

Lowest water level: 2.53 ft

Water Water Water Water Water

Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
5- 5-81 2.95 8-31-81 2.53 1- 7-82 3.16 5- 4-82 3.09 8- 2-82 3.62
6- 1-81 2.85 10~ 5-81 2.61 2~ 8-82 3.15 6~ 1-82 3.17 9-13-82 3.23
6-29-~81 2.93 11- 3-81 2.58 3- 9-82 3.13 7~ 7-82 3.98 10-18-82 3.25

8- 3-81 2.61

12— 7-81 2.87

4- 5-82  3.03

§70264

Latitude: 41°01'39" Land surface datum:

Longitude: 72°00'14" Well depth:

Highest water level: 5.39 ft Screened interval: -8.4 to -13.4 ft

Lowest water level: 2.35 ft

Water Water Water Water Water

Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
3-26-81 2.52 8- 3-81 2.69 12~ 7-81 2.41 4~ 5-82 2.74 8- 2-82 5.01
5- 5-81 2.52 8-31-81 2.64 1- 7-82 2,35 5~ 4-82 2.86 9-13-82 4.33
6- 1-81 2.69 10- 5-81 2.53 2- 8-82 2.37 6~ 1-82 3.08 10-18-82 3.96
6~24-81 2.74 11- 3-81 2.40 3- 9-82 2,68 7- 7-82 5.39

S70614

Latitude: 41°02'19" Land surface datum:

Longitude: 71°59'11" Well depth:

Highest water level: 5.58 ft Screened interval: ~4.3 to -9.3 ft

Lowest water level: 2.56 ft

Water Water Water Water Water

Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
5- 5-81 2.73 8-31-81 3.02 12~ 7-81 2.77 4— 5-82 3.00 8- 2-82 5.28
6- 1-81 2.99 10- 5-81 2.99 1~ 7-82 2.68 5- 4-82 3.15 9-13-82 4.58
6-24-81 3.04 10-29-81 2.81 2- 8-~82 2.56 6~ 1-82 3.36 10-18-82 4,18
8- 3-81 3.04 11- 3-81 2.78 3- 9-82 2.91 7- 7-82 5.58
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Table 11.--Water levels in the Montauk area, Long Island, N.Y.--continued

[Well locations are shown in pl. 1; water levels are in feet above sea level;
some measurements from Suffolk County Department of Health Services.]

570615
Latitude: 41°01'08" Land surface datum: 51.2 ft
Longitude: 71°58'59" Well depth: 55 ft
Highest water level: 2.72 ft Screened interval: l to -4 ft
Lowest water level: 1.53 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
3-26-81 2.55 8- 3-81 2.02 12- 7-81 2.12 4- 5-82 1.79 8- 2-82 2.55
5- 5-81 2.59 8-31-81 2.72 1- 7-82 1.91 5- 4-82 2.37 9~13-82 2.18
6- 1-81 2,03 10- 5-81 2.56 2- 8-82 1.53 6- 1-82 2,63 10-18-82 2.72
6-29-81 1.77 11- 3-81 2.13 3- 9-82 2.33 7- 7-82 2.09
570616
Latitude: 41°01'49" Land surface datum: 86 ft
Longitude: 71°57'16" Well depth: 95 ft
Highest water level: 3.00 ft Screened interval: -4.3 to -9.3 ft
Lowest water level: 2.06 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
5- 5-81 2.57 8-31-81 2.45 1- 7-82 2.57 5- 4-82 2.49 8- 2-82 3.00
6- 1-81 2.37 10- 5-81 2,23 2- 8-82 2.06 6~- 1-82 2.57 9-13-82 2.37
6-29-81 2.10 11- 3-81 2.26 3- 9-82 2.50 7- 7-82 2.71 10-18-82 2.83
8- 3-81 2,23 12- 7-81 2,23 4- 5-82 2.40
570617
Latitude: 41°03'20" Land surface datum: 72 ft
Longitude: 71°57'06" Well depth: 97 ft
Highest water level: 5.02 ft Screened interval: -20.5 to -24.5 ft
Lowest water level: 2.66 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
3- 9-82 5.02 5- 4-82 .66 7- 7-82 3.62 9-13-82 2.94 10-18-82 3.22
4- 5-82 2.76 6~ 1-82 3.16 8- 2-82 3.25
570618
Latitude: 41°03'30" Land surface datum: 96.0 ft
Longi tude: 71°56'39" Well depth: 105 ft
Highest water level: 3,28 ft Screened interval: -14.7 to -19.7 ft
Lowest water level: 2.39 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
5- 5-81 2.94 8-31-81 2.66 1- 7-82 3.00 5- 4-82 2.66 8- 2-82 3.11
6- 1-81 2.73 10- 5-81 2.70 2- 8-82 2.52 6- 1-82 2.89 9~13-82 2.72
6-24-81 2.62 11- 3-81 2.58 3- 9-82 2.91 7- 7-82 3.11 10-18-82 3.28
8- 3-81 2.39 12- 7-81 2.87 4- 5-82 2.58
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Table 11.--Water levels in the Montauk area, Long Island, N.Y.--continued

[Well locations are shown in pl. l; water levels are in feet above sea level;

some measurements from Suffolk County Department of Health Services.]

S70619
Latitude: 41°03"17" Land surface datum: 12.3 ft
Longi tude: 71°55'59" Well depth: 12 ft
Highest water level: 8.04 ft Screened interval: 4.6 to -.35
Lowest water level: 3.45 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
5- 5-81 6.90 8-31-81 3.45 1- 7-82 7.70 5- 4-82 7.25 8- 2-82 5.65
6- 1-81 5.80 10- 5-81 3.53 2- 8-82 8.04 6- 1-82 6.93 9-13-82 4,59
6-24-81 5.72 11- 3-81 3.66 3- 9-82 7.80 7- 7-82 7.41 10-18-82 4.14
8- 3-81 4,22 12- 7-81 5.14 4—- 5-82 7.40
570620
Latitude: 41°03'02" Land surface datum: 47.2 ft
Longi tude: 71°56'28" Well depth: 50 ft
Highest water level: 40.49 ft Screened interval: 2.4 to -2.6 ft
Lowest water level: 35.02 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
5- 5-81 37.38 8-31-81 36.82 1- 7-82 35.85 5- 4-82 38.47 8- 2-82 39.29
6- 1-81 36.73 10- 5-81 36.68 2- 8-82 35.70 6- 1-82 38.29 9-13-82 38.03
6-24-81 36.53 11- 3-81 35.02 3- 9-82 36.03 7- 7-82 40.49 10-18-82 37.51
8- 3-81 36.19 12- 7-81 35.09 4- 5-82 38.16
$70621
Latitude: 41°02'09" Land surface datum: 44.2 ft
Longitude: 71°56'00" Well depth: 51 ft
Highest water level: 12.28 ft Screened interval: -1.9 to -6.9 ft
Lowest water level: 3.57 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
5- 5-81 4.09 8-31-81 4.82 12- 7-81 4.69 4- 5-82 7.98 8- 2-82 12.28
6- 1-81 3.57 10- 5-81 4.52 1- 7-82 4.94 5- 4-82 9.43 9-13-82 10.92
6-24-81 4,15 10-29-81 4.39 2- 8-82 5.53 6- 1-82 10.13 10-18-82 9.92
8- 3-81 4,72 11- 3-81 4,45 3- 9-82 6.62 7- 7-82 11.86
570622
Latitude: 41°02'37" Land surface datum: 31 ft
Longitude: 71°54'37" Well depth: 55 ft
Highest water level: 2.26 ft Screened interval: -19.5 to -24.5 ft
Lowest water level: 1.47 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
5- 5-81 2.08 8-31-81 2,21 12- 7-81 1.88 3- 9-82 1.78 6— 1-82 2.26
6- 1-81 1.77 10- 5-81 2.06 1- 7-82 2.09 4- 5-82 1.47 9-13-82 1.74
6-24-81 2.23 11- 3-8t 1.83 2- 8-82 1.47 5- 4-82 1.85 10-18-82 2,22
8- 3-81 2.06
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Table 11.-Water levels in the Montauk area, Long Island, N.Y.--continued

[Well locations are shown in pl. 1; water levels are in feet above sea level;
some measurements from Suffolk County Department of Health Services.])

$70623
Latitude: 41°04'53" Land surface datum: 4.5 ft
Longitude: 71°54'30" Well depth: 35 ft
Highest water level: 2.04 ft Screened interval: -25.7 to -30.7
Lowest water level: 1.07 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
5~ 5-81 2.04 8- 31-81 1.54 1-12-82 1.78 5~ 4-82 1.41 8- 2-82 1.54
6~ 1-81 1.39 10- 5-81 1.29 3-15-82 1.35 6- 1-82 1.58 9-13-82 1.07
6-24-81 1.35 11- 3-81 1.37 4= 5-82 1.49 7- 7-82 1.51 10-18-82 1.82
8- 3-81 1.28
570624
Latitude: 41°04'17" Land surface datum: 64.2 ft
Longi tude: 71°54'12" Well depth: 80 ft
Highest water level: 54.62 ft Screened interval: -10.8 to -15.8 ft
Lowest water level: 47.00 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
6- 1-81 50.51 8-31-81 49.18 1-12-82 49.27 5—- 4-82 52.12 8- 2-82 53.18
6-24~-81 50.00 10- 5-81 47.41 3-15-82 51.11 6- 1-82 52.11 9-13-82 51.59
8- 3-81 48.87 11- 3-81 47.00 4- 5-82 51.34 7- 7-82 54.62
570625
Latitude: 41°03'43" Land surface datum: 50.4 ft
Longitude: 71°53'29*" Well depth: 54 ft
Highest water level: 18,54 ft Screened interval: 1.3 to -3.7 ft
Lowest water level: 13.65 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
5- 5-81 14.79 8-31-82 15.19 1- 7-82 13.69 5- 4-82 15.18 8- 2-82 18.54
6- 1-81 14.61 10- 5-81 14.37 2~ 8-82 13.65 6- 1-82 15.89 9-13-82 18.10
6-29-81 14.67 11- 3-81 14.15 3- 9-82 14,14 7- 7-82 18.08 10-18-82 17.43
8- 3-81 14.76 12- 7-81 13.89 4- 5-82 14.54
$70626
Latitude: 41°03'20" Land surface datum: 59.2 ft
Longitude: 71°52'40" Well depth: 60 ft
Highest water level: 47.14 ft Screened interval: 4.0 to -1.0 ft
Lowest water level: 40.14 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
5- 5-81 42.68 8-31-81 43.55 1- 7-82 40.41 5- 4-82 45.12 8- 2-82 45,22
6- 1-81 43.10 10- 5-81 41.67 2- 8-82 40.68 6- 1-82 44.30 9-13-82 43,12
6-29-81 42.65 11- 3-81 40,22 3~ 9-82 43.12 7- 7-82 47.14 10-18-82 42,00
8- 3-81 42.36 12~ 7-81 40,14 4- 5-82 44,30
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Table 11.--Water levels in the Montauk area, Long Island, N.Y.--continued

[Well locations are shown in pl. 1; water levels are in feet above sea level;
some measurements from Suffolk County Department of Health Services.)

S$70627
Latitude: 41°04'13" Land surface datum: 90 ft
Longitude: 71°51'57" Well depth: 95 ft
Highest water level: 14.52 ft Screened interval: -0.2 to -5.2 ft
Lowest water level: 11.14 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
12- 8-81 13.34 3- 9-82 11.14 5- 4-82 11.36 7- 7-82 11.90 9-13-82 13.70
1- 7-82 11.47 4- 5-82 11.33 6- 1-82 11.45 8- 2-82 12.54 10-18-82 14,52
2- 8-82 11.95
S$72283
Latitude: 41°03'20" Land surface datum: 58.5 ft
Longi tude: 71°52'40" Well depth: 89 ft
Highest water level: 3.88 ft Screened interval: -25.4 to -30.4 ft
Lowest water level: 1.82 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
1- 7-82 1.99 3- 9-82 1.93 5- 4-82 2.34 7- 7-82 2.22 9-13-82 1.82
2- 8-82 3.28 4- 5-82 2.21 6- 1-82 3.88 8- 2-82 2.34 10-18-82 2.61
S72415
Latitude: 41°01'17" Land surface datum: 94 ft
Longitude: 72°00'14" Well depth: 103 ft
Highest water level: 7.30 ft Screened interval: -4.0 to -8.0 ft
Lowest water level: 3.68 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
3- 9-82 3.68 5- 4-82 4.10 7- 7-82 7.06 9-13-82 6.75 10-18-82 6.24
4- 5-82 3.88 6- 1-82 4,51 8- 2-82 7.30
S72416
Latitude: 41°02'09" Land surface datum: 44.2 ft
Longitude: 71°56'00" Well depth: 97 ft
Highest water level: 2.16 ft Screened interval: -48.9 to -52.9 ft
Lowest water level: 1.21 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level
3~ 9-82 1.45 5~ 4-82 1.44 7- 7-82 1.86 9-13-82 1.88 10-18-82 2.04
4- 5-82 1.21 6- 1-82 1.84 8- 2-82 2.16
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Table 11.--Water levels in the Montauk area, Long Island, N.Y.--continued

[Well locations are shown in pl. 1; water levels are in feet above sea level;
some measurements from Suffolk County Department of Health Services.]

S72417
Latitude: 41°02'35" Land surface datum: 59.5 ft
Longitude: 71°56'43" Well depth: 75 ft
Highest water level: 3.91 ft Screened interval: -11.7 to -15.7 ft
Lowest water level: 2.91 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level

3-9-82 2.99 5- 4-82  2.92
4- 5-82  2.91 6- 1-82  3.05

7- 7-82 3.91
8- 2-82  3.43

9-13-82 2.96 10-18-82 3.08

S72418
Latitude: 41°03'17" Land surface datum: 11.5 ft
Longitude: 71°55'59" Well depth: 55 ft
Highest water level: 2.69 ft Screened interval: -39.6 to -43.6 ft
Lowest water level: 1.81 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level

3- 9-82 2.22
4= 5-82 1.81

5- 4-82 2.12
6- 1-82  2.36

7- 7-82 2,54
8- 2-82 2,48

9-13-82 1.90 10-18-82 2.69

S$72419
Latitude: 41°02'42" Land surface datum: 33.0 ft
Longi tude: 71°55'43" Well depth: 55 ft
Highest water level: 2.84 ft Screened interval: ~17.6 to -22.6 ft
Lowest water level: 2.10 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level

4- 5-82 2.10
4-20-82  2.14

5- 4-82  2.33
6- 1-82  2.60

7- 7-82  2.84
8- 2-82  2.72

9-13-82  2.23 10-18-82 2.60

S$72420
Latitude: 41°00'38" Land surface datum: 18,0 ft
Longi tude: 72°01'11" Well depth: 30 ft
Highest water level: 5.37 ft Screened interval: -7.6 to -11.6 ft
Lowest water level: 3.63 ft
Water Water Water Water Water
Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level Date Level

4- 5-82 3.70
5- 4-82 3.82

6- 1-82 3.92
7- 7-82  5.37

8- 2-82 4.61 9-13-82 3.76 10-18-82 3.63
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