Appendix C:

Question Al
Permit Criteria — Rivers & Streams
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Question A2
Permit Criteria - Wetlands















Question B
Alternative Sources



Water Supply Alternatives

Conjunctive use of one or more water supply sources other than
the Cohansey Aquifer

Conjunctive use of the Cohansey Aquifer at another location

“Recycling” the same amount of water that is withdrawn from
the primary source — public sewers

“Recycling” the same amount of water that is withdrawn from
the primary source — septic systems

Use of reclaimed water

Use of desalinated water
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Question C
Should Criteria Vary for Growth vs.
Conservation Areas
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Question D
Role of Conservation Measures in
Permitting



Conservation Measures

Audit current water uses and distribution system, water losses, and
recycling options affecting the watershed.

Limit use and type of irrigation.
Reduce managed turf areas that require intensive irrigation.

Fund installation of efficient agricultural irrigation practices, such as
conversion to drip irrigation.

Capture unaccounted-for water by repairing leaking distribution
systems, identifying defective or by-passed meters, and so on.

Fund innovative metering strategies that encourage conservation.

Convert/retrofit residences, businesses, schools and other public
buildings to use low-flow toilets and efficient appliances.

Implement pricing structures that encourage conservation.

Work with major commercial or industrial users to identify and
implement efficiencies tailored to each business.



Question E
Should Agencies Adopt New Failsafe
Mechanisms



Question F
Best Structure for Water Supply
Planning






Question G
Role of Water Supply Alternatives in
Planning for the Aquifer



What Types of Water Supply
Alternatives are Available?

Conjunctive use of one or more water supply sources other than the
Kirkwood-Cohansey Aquifer

Conjunctive use of the Kirkwood-Cohansey at another location

“Recycling” the same amount of water that is withdrawn from the
primary source — public sewers

“Recycling” the same amount of water that is withdrawn from the
primary source — septic systems

Use of reclaimed water
Use of desalinated water

Water demand reductions



Appendix D: Policy and Planning Options

Polling Results

Pinelands Science-Policy Forum: Kirkwood-Cohansey Aquifer System

March 20, 2012

1 -Agree |2 - Agree |3 - Agree,
and High |and Low |but not 4 -
Priority  |Priority |practical |Disagree
For impacts to streams and rivers, what criteria should be used in judging
acceptable vs. unacceptable impacts of each application for a new or
increased allocation from the Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer?
QA1l.
Low Flow Margin — Allow removal of a percentage of median September
PO1 flow minus 7Q10 flow. 9% 13% 9% 70%
PO2 Percent of 7Q10 — Allow removal of a percentage of the 7Q10 flow. 4% 8% 0% 88%
Percent of Drought of Record — Allow removal of a percentage of the
PO3 drought of record flow. 8% 17% 8% 67%
Ecological Passing Flow— Allow withdrawal up to the a passing flow set to
PO4 protect native ecological functions. 33% 8% 33% 25%
Combination — Allow the use of Low Flow Margin, Percent of 7Q10 or
Percent of Drought of Record, but with the Passing Flow Requirement as
PO5 a floor or limit in all cases. 84% 0% 12% 4%
For impacts to wetlands, what criteria should be used in judging
acceptable vs. unacceptable impacts of each application for a new or
QA2. |increased allocation from the Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer?
Generic — Allow a specified reduction (so many inches) in water table
PO6 level in all type of wetlands. 13% 17% 4% 67%
Species-specific — Allow a specified reduction in water table level, with
the permitted reduction varying with the indicator species and
communities in the K-C Study, particularly wetland forest type, Swamp
PO7 Pink, and Pine Barrens Treefrog. 54% 17% 17% 13%
Pinelands pond-specific — Allow a lesser, more restrictive reduction in
POS8 water table level where a Pinelands pond is present. 54% 17% 17% 13%
POSA No wetland reductions 44% 8% 36% 12%
When should applicants have to show other sources (surface water or
deeper aquifers) are not available before using the Kirkwood-Cohansey
QB. for new or increased withdrawals?
PO9 Always 60% 8% 20% 12%
PO10 Never 8% 4% 4% 84%
When the watershed is already stressed due to existing allocations, per
PO11 the criteria governing new allocations. 84 8 0 8
PO12 When the application is for a disfavored or optional use. 52% 16% 20% 12%
Should permitting criteria be universal for all Kirkwood-Cohansey
withdrawals, or should they vary by whether the withdrawal will affect
QcC. designated conservation zones versus growth zones?
PO13 Standards should be universal for all Kirkwood-Cohansey withdrawals. 38% 8% 13% 42%




Appendix D: Policy and Planning Options

Polling Results

Pinelands Science-Policy Forum: Kirkwood-Cohansey Aquifer System

March 20, 2012

1 -Agree |2 - Agree |3 - Agree,
and High |and Low |but not 4 -
Priority  |Priority |practical |Disagree
Standards should be less stringent for impacts in Pinelands Regional
Growth Areas and similar designated high-growth planning zones, and
more protective in other Pinelands management areas and non-
PO14 Pinelands areas designated for conservation or rural character. 30% 99 4% 57%
Resource-specific — Standards should be tailored in cases where
withdrawals will affect waters having unique ecological, historic,
PO15 recreational or other special values. 79% 4% 8% 8%
What role if any should water conservation measures play in meeting
QpD. regulatory requirements for new or increased withdrawals?
Quantifiable water conservation measures should be required, in the same
sub-watershed, to offset expected impacts of withdrawals.
PO16 76% 8% 12% 4%
Quantifiable water conservation measures should be required to offset
PO17 |expected impacts but only for certain kinds of uses. 25% 13% 13% 50%
Applicants should be permitted to use quantifiable conservation measures
PO18 |to off-set withdrawals that otherwise exceed the regulatory limits. 32% 4% 12% 52%
PO18A Measures should be mandated. 60% 8% 32% 0%
PO18B |Measures should be incentivized. 83% 4% 4% 8%
Should DEP and/or the Pinelands Commission create a new “fail safe”
mechanism to suspend future allocations or reduce current allocations
where actual impacts or trends turn out to be significantly greater than
QE. anticipated?
Set a regulatory trigger that suspends new or increased allocations in a
watershed when a trend of increasingly severe impacts of current
PO19 |withdrawals shows the modeling on which permits are based is inaccurate. 84% 0% 16% 0%
Set a regulatory trigger that reduces existing allocation limits within a
watershed when a trend of increasingly severe impacts of current
PO20 |withdrawals shows the modeling on which permits are based is inaccurate. 79% 0% 21% 0%
Require recipients of allocations to monitor and report streamflow and
PO20A |water table changes into the future. 79% 0% 8% 13%
How should water allocation planning for the Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer
QF. be structured?
Set targets for total withdrawals from the aquifer in each basin and
PO21 |suggested water supply alternatives. 65% 9% 9% 17%
Set limits on total withdrawals from the aquifer in each basin and identify
PO22 |required water supply alternatives. 78% 0% 13% 9%
Be designed not only to maintain current ecological functions, but also to
restore natural flows and water levels where existing withdrawals have
PO23 |already reduced flows or water levels. 74% 13% 13% 0%
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Appendix D: Policy and Planning Options

Polling Results

Pinelands Science-Policy Forum: Kirkwood-Cohansey Aquifer System

March 20, 2012

1 -Agree |2 - Agree |3 - Agree,
and High |and Low |but not 4 -
Priority  |Priority |practical |Disagree
What role should water supply alternatives, such as aquifer or surface
water storage, conjunctive use, infrastructure upgrades play in water
QG. supply planning?
DEP and the Pinelands Commission should incorporate water supply
PO24 |alternatives in the planning process. 91% 5% 5% 0%
DEP and the Pinelands Commission should set explicit criteria for
determining when each potential alternative source will bCe considered
PO25 |available, desirable and required for consideration by purveyors. 50% 42% 4% 4%
DEP and the Pinelands Commission should incorporate water supply
alternatives into targets, limits and options for those basins where the
PO26 |aquifer is already stressed. 100% 0% 0% 0%
DEP and the Pinelands Commission should incorporate impacts to and
withdrawals from connected aquifers, such as the Atlantic City 800-foot
PO27 |Sands, | planning for the Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer. 87% 4% 4% 4%
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