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FOREWORD

THE REGIONAL AQUIFER-SYSTEM ANALYSIS PROGRAM

The RASA Program represents a systematic effort to study a number of
the Nation’s most important aquifer systems, which, in aggregate, underlie
much of the country and which represent an important component of the
Nation’s total water supply. In general, the boundaries of these studies are
identified by the hydrologic extent of each system and, accordingly, tran-
scend the political subdivisions to which investigations have often arbi-
trarily been limited in the past. The broad objective for each study is to
assemble geologic, hydrologic, and geochemical information, to analyze and
develop an understanding of the system, and to develop predictive capabili-
ties that will contribute to the effective management of the system. The use
of computer simulation is an important element of the RASA studies to
develop an understanding of the natural, undisturbed hydrologic system
and the changes brought about in it by human activities and to provide a
means of predicting the regional effects of future pumping or other stresses.

The final interpretive results of the RASA Program are presented in a
series of U.S. Geological Survey Professional Papers that describe the
geology, hydrology, and geochemistry of each regional aquifer system. Each
study within the RASA Program is assigned a single Professional Paper
number beginning with Professional Paper 1400.

Charles G. Groat
Director
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The National Geodetic Vertical Datum of 1929 (NGVD of 1929) is a geodetic datum derived from a
general adjustment of the first-order level nets of both the United States and Canada, formerly called

“Sea Level Datum of 1929.”



REGIONAL AQUIFER-SYSTEM ANALYSIS—NORTHERN ATLANTIC COASTAL PLAIN

GROUND-WATER FLOW IN THE NEW JERSEY COASTAL PLAIN

By MARY MARTIN

ABSTRACT

Ground-water flow was simulated in 10 aquifers and 9 intervening
confining units of the New Jersey Coastal Plain, which consists of
unconsolidated gravel, sand, silt, and clay of early Cretaceous to
Holocene age. A multilayer finite-difference model was used to simu-
late both prepumping steady-state conditions and transient conditions
from 1896 through 1980. Model calibration indicates that the highest
transmissivity, greater than 10,000 feet squared per day, is in Camden
and Gloucester Counties in the three Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aqui-
fers; Monmouth and Ocean Counties in the middle Potomac-Raritan-
Magothy aquifer; in Atlantic and Cape May Counties in the confined
Kirkwood aquifer; and in Ocean, Burlington, Atlantic, and Cape May
Counties in the lower and upper Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifers.
Confining-unit vertical leakance is highest, greater than 1x107° feet
per day, per foot, in updip areas and lowest, less than 1x107° feet per
day, per foot, in downdip areas.

Sensitivity analyses show that the model was useful in refining initial
estimates of transmissivity and confining-unit vertical leakance near
the major cones of depression and that the assumptions associated with
the lateral and downdip boundary conditions do not seriously limit the
usefulness of the model results. However, simulated water levels near
the major cones of depression in several aquifers are fairly sensitive to
parts of the model framework, including confining-unit characteristics
along the outcrop of the Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers, the updip
limit of the confined Kirkwood aquifer, and the downdip limit of the
upper and lower sand units of the Englishtown aquifer system.

Calibration and sensitivity analyses also show that aquifer storage
coefficients are about 1x107*, except in downdip areas of the Potomac-
Raritan-Magothy aquifers, where they may be as much as eight times
higher. Confining-unit specific storage is about 6x107° per foot. Areas
near the center of the major cones of depression in the Potomac-
Raritan-Magothy, Englishtown, Wenonah-Mount Laurel, and Kirkwood-
Cohansey aquifers approximated steady-state conditions in 1981. How-
ever, downdip and offshore areas are under transient-flow conditions.
Simulated changes in water levels along the saltwater-freshwater
interface boundary (the occurrence of ground water with greater than
10,000 milligrams per liter chloride concentrations) indicate that the
lower Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer and the confined Kirkwood
aquifer have the greatest potential for movement of the interface.
However, simulated hydraulic gradients within the aquifers near the
interface boundary cannot be used to quantify movement of the
interface. The simulated sources of water to wells in 1978 included 3
percent from aquifer storage, 3 percent from boundary flows, 4

percent from the ocean and bays, and 90 percent from decreased
discharge to or increased recharge from streams; that is, from a
reduction in streamflow.

The prepumping regional flow system recharged in upland areas in
Mercer, Middlesex, and western Monmouth Counties; in western
Ocean and central Burlington Counties; and in central Gloucester and
Camden Counties and discharged to the Atlantic Ocean, Delaware
River, Delaware Bay, Raritan Bay, and to large rivers in the Coastal
Plain. Under pumping conditions, regional cones of depression formed
in the three Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers and in the Englishtown
aquifer, Wenonah-Mount Laurel aquifer, and the confined Kirkwood
aquifer.

INTRODUCTION

The New Jersey Coastal Plain is a major source of
ground water for the southern half of New Jersey and is
part of the northern Atlantic Coastal Plain aquifer sys-
tem, which extends from Long Island, N.Y., to the
southeast boundary of North Carolina. The New Jersey
Coastal Plain covers an area of about 4,200 square miles
(mi%). Coastal Plain sediments are a southeastward-
thickening wedge of unconsolidated gravel, sand, silt,
and clay of Early Cretaceous to Holocene age. These
sediments are more than 6,500 feet thick in southern
Cape May County and are underlain primarily by Pre-
cambrian bedrock (Zapecza, 1984, p. 6).

Withdrawals from the New Jersey Coastal Plain
aquifers were more than 350 million gallons per day
(Mgal/d) in 1980 (Vowinkel, 1984, p. 7). Regional cones of
depression are present in six major aquifers, and water
levels have declined in one aquifer, to an altitude of more
than 240 feet below sea level (Walker, 1983). Declines
in water levels have increased the potential for move-
ment of saltwater into freshwater aquifers; for move-
ment of contaminants into, within, and between aquifers;
and for permanent decreases in stream baseflow.
These problems result from local and regional changes
in the ground-water flow system. Effective resource
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management, which minimizes these problems, requires
definition of the regional hydrogeologic framework and
flow system.

PURPOSE AND SCOPE

The study that generated this report is one of a series
that comprises the U.S. Geological Survey’s Regional
Aquifer Systems Analysis (RASA) program (described
in the Foreword). This study is part of the northern
Atlantic Coastal Plain RASA whose objectives include a
complete description of the hydrogeologic framework,
geochemistry of the ground water, and simulation of
predevelopment and present ground-water flow condi-
tions by digital models. The purpose of this report is to
describe the prepumping and transient flow systems in
the New Jersey Coastal Plain aquifer system as part of
the New Jersey RASA program. Specifically, this report
describes (1) the conceptual hydrogeologic model of the
stressed and unstressed flow systems, (2) the methods
and approach used in simulating flow, and (3) the results
and conclusions of the flow simulations. The simulation of
ground-water flow in the New Jersey Coastal Plain was
coordinated with RASA modeling studies in the other
States within the northern Atlantic Coastal Plain and
with a regional RASA modeling study. The regional
RASA model simulated ground-water flow in the entire
northern Atlantic Coastal Plain by incorporating data
from modeling studies in Long Island, N.Y., New Jer-
sey, Delaware, Maryland, Virginia, and North Carolina.
As part of the regional RASA, the New Jersey study
area is adjacent to the Long Island, N.Y., study area to
the northeast and the Delaware-Maryland RASA study
area to the southwest. This report describes the meth-
odology and results of the digital simulation of ground-
water flow in the New Jersey Coastal Plain.

As part of the New Jersey RASA project, data on
aquifer and confining-unit characteristics and on pump-
age and water levels from 1918 through 1980 were
compiled for the entire New Jersey Coastal Plain. The
hydrogeologic framework of the New Jersey Coastal
Plain has been described by Zapecza (1984). The frame-
work report describes the sequence of aquifers and
confining units and includes thickness maps of the aqui-
fers and confining units and structure contour maps of
the tops of the aquifers. Aquifer and confining-unit
characteristics are summarized in this report. Pumpage
and water-level data are presented by Zapecza, Voronin,
and Martin (1987).

These data were incorporated into a digital model of
the ground-water flow system, and flow was simulated
for prepumping steady-state conditions (pre-1896) and
transient conditions from 1896 through 1980. The
ground-water flow system in sediments of the New

REGIONAL AQUIFER SYSTEM ANALYSIS—NORTHERN ATLANTIC COASTAL PLAIN

Jersey Coastal Plain and in offshore sediments that
contain water with less than 10,000 milligrams per liter
(mg/L) chloride concentration was analyzed.

LOCATION AND EXTENT

The New Jersey Coastal Plain is about one-fifth of the
northern Atlantic Coastal Plain and is shown in figure 1.
The emerged part of the New Jersey Coastal Plain
extends from the Fall Line, the northwestern limit of the
Coastal Plain sediments, to the Atlantic Ocean in the
southeast, and from the Raritan Bay in the northeast, to
the Delaware Bay in the southwest. The Delaware River
overlies Coastal Plain sediments near the Fall Line
between northern Burlington County and western Salem
County.

The study area shown in figure 1 covers about 9,000
miZ and extends from the Fall Line to about 20 miles (mi)
offshore in the southeast. The area extends from Raritan
Bay to the center of Delaware Bay. In New Jersey, the
study area includes all of Monmouth, Burlington, Ocean,
Camden, Gloucester, Salem, Atlantic, Cumberland, and
Cape May Counties and parts of Middlesex and Mercer
Counties. The model area, which is larger than the study
area, also includes parts of New Castle County, Del., and
Philadelphia and Buck Counties, Pa.

PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS

Numerous reports have been published that describe
the hydrogeology of the Coastal Plain sediments. Table 1
lists the major sources of data and information on well
identification, water levels, aquifer and confining-unit
characteristics, withdrawals, and flow-system character-
istics used in this study. The publications are generally of
four types. Data reports are a compilation of data for a
particular area. Areal studies sometimes include compi-
lations of data but also describe the geology and hydrol-
ogy of an area. Interpretive studies quantify certain
aspects of the ground-water flow system, such as water
levels or aquifer thickness, as continuous characteristics
over an area using both observed data and principles of
hydrology. Simulation studies are similar to interpretive
studies; however, digital modeling techniques are used to
incorporate large amounts of data. Simulation studies
quantify aspects of the ground-water flow system that
are not easily quantified from observed data, such as the
hydraulic properties of aquifers and confining units and
the response of the aquifer system to withdrawals.

Investigations of New Jersey Coastal Plain aquifers
consisted primarily of areal studies from the late 1920’s
to the early 1970’s. Simulation studies began in the
mid-1970’s and generally were analyses of limited parts
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TaBLE 3.—Summary of data on transmissivity, hydraulic conductivity, and storage coefficient for aquifers in the New Jersey Coastal
Plain—Continued

Hydraulic Storage

Transmissivity conductivit coefficient Type Location Reference
(@) (ft/dl)Vl Y (dimensicolflless) of data "
WENONAH-MOUNT LAUREL AQUIFER (A5)
360-1,430 17 7.0x107°to  Aquifer test Bradley Beach, Jablonski (1968, p. 62).
2.1x107* Monmouth County.
360-1,400 13-19 1.5x107%to Model results  Monmouth, Ocean, and Nemickas (1976, p. 39).
3.5x107* northeastern Burlington
Counties.
1,200 13 3.5x107* Aquifer test Salem, Salem County Rosenau and others (1969, p. 40).
940 19 — Aquifer test Artificial Island, Salem Farlekas and others (1976, p. 70).
County.
VINCENTOWN AQUIFER (A6)
530 21 - Laboratory Outcrop area between Rush (1968, p. 53).
test. Jacobstown and New
Egypt, Burlington County.
PINEY POINT AQUIFER (A7)
1,200-6,000 — 2x1074 to Aquifer tests  Delaware Cushing, Kantrowitz, and Taylor
4x1074 (1973, p. 43).
4,100 — 3.0x107* Aquifer test Dover, Kent County, Leahy (1976, p. 10).
Delaware.
1,000-7,000 — 3.0x1074 Model results  Kent County, Delaware Leahy (1979, p. 35 and 40).
1,400 23 3x107* Aquifer test Ancora, Camden County Rush (1968, p. 56).
LOWER KIRKWOOD-COHANSEY AQUIFER AND CONFINED KIRKWOOD AQUIFER (A8)
5,200-5,900 4248 1.2x107%*to  Aquifer test Atlantic City, Atlantic USGS unpublished data.
2.3x107* County.
9,900-12,500 120-150 2.3x107* to Aquifer test Pleasantville, Atlantic Gill (1962a, p. 47).
2.8x10* County.
8,800-9,600  108-120 2.6x10 *to  Aquifer test Pleasantville, Atlantic Gill (1962a, p. 47).
2.7x107* County.
3,400-3,600 3841 8.5x107°to Aquifer test Stone Harbor, Cape May Gill (1962a, p. 47).
9.0x107° County.
6,700 — 3.0x1074 Statistical Longport, Cape May County Gill (1962a, p. 47).
1,500 - 6x107¢ Aquifer test Ocean Gate, Ocean County =~ Anderson and Appel (1969, p. 48).
UPPER KIRKWOOD-COHANSEY AQUIFER (A9)
16,000 130 4.2x107* Aquifer test Linwood, Atlantic County Rhodehamel (1973, p. 55).
20,000 130 — Aquifer test Batsto, Burlington County Rhodehamel (1973, p. 55).
12,000 120 - Aquifer test Lebanon State Forest, Rhodehamel (1973, p. 55).

Burlington County.
5,500-8,400 86-130 2.2x10"*to  Aquifer tests  Cape May City, Cape May  Gill (1962a, p. 49).

4.9x107* County.
3,600—4,500 53-67 1.2x107*to Aquifer tests  Sewell’s Point, Cape May Gill (1962a, p. 49).

2.4x107* County.

10,000 170 - Aquifer test Véneland, Cumberland Rhodehamel (1973, p. 55).
ounty.

4,000 130 1.0x1073 Aquifer test Clayton, Gloucester County = Rhodehamel (1973, p. 55).

7,500 250 — Aquifer test Clayton, Gloucester County = Rhodehamel (1973, p. 55).

8,300 90 — Aquifer test Wéilliamstown, Gloucester Rhodehamel (1973, p. 55).
ounty.

3,800 140 — Aquifer test Toms River, Ocean County =~ Rhodehamel (1973, p. 55).

4,300 150 3x107* Aquifer test Elmer, Salem County Rhodehamel (1973, p. 55).

20,000 150 4.4x1072 Aquifer test Brotmanville, Salem County Rhodehamel (1973, p. 55).

! Model unit Al or A2.
2 Model unit Al or A3.
3 Model unit A1, A2, and A3 combined.
4 Model unit A2 or A3,
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TAaBLE 4. — Summary of vertical hydraulic-conductivity data for confining units in the New Jersey Coastal Plain

Location: Shown on confining unit thickness maps (figs. 6, 8, 10, and 12).

Geologic unit

Vertical
hydraulic Type )
conductivity of data Location
(ft/d)

Reference

CONFINING UNIT BETWEEN THE MIDDLE AND UPPER POTOMAC-RARITAN-MAGOTHY AQUIFERS (C2)

Woodbridge Clay Member  3.6X 1072 to Model results Southeastern Middlesex Farlekas (1979, p. 36).

of the Raritan Foramtion. 8.6x10°° County to northern
Monmouth County.

Woodbridge Clay Member  8.4x102 Aquifer test South Brunswick Township, Farlekas (1979, p. 12).

of the Raritan Formation. and model Middlesex County.
results.
MERCHANTVILLE-WOODBURY CONFINING UNIT (C3)
Merchantville Formation 1.0x1074 to Laboratory Winslow Township, Camden Farlekas and others (1976, p.
4.0x1074 test. County. 133-134).

Merchantville Formation 3.7x107¢ to Laboratory Fort Dix, Burlington Nichols (1977b, p. 58).
and Woodbury Clay. 6.0x107° test. County.

Merchantville Formation 3.6x10 % to Laboratory Lakewood, Ocean County Nichols (1977a, p. 58).
and Woodbury Clay. 1.4x107° test.

Merchantville Formation 4.3x107° Model results Northern Coastal Plain Nichols (1977a, p. 76).
and Woodbury Clay. New Jersey.

Merchantville Formation 8.6x1077 to Model results New Jersey Coastal Plain Luzier (1980, p. 29).
and Woodbury Clay. 1.7x1073

Woodbury Clay 1.0x107* to Laboratory Winslow Township, Camden Farlekas and others (1976, p.

3.0x1072 test. County. 133-134.

Englishtown Formation 1.9x107® Laboratory Lakewood, Ocean County Nichols (1977a, p. 58).

clayey silt lithofacies. test.

MARSHALLTOWN-WENONAH CONFINING UNIT (C4)

Marshalltown Formation
Marshalltown Formation
Marshalltown Formation
Marshalltown Formation
and Wenonah Formation.

Marshalltown Formation
and Wenonah Formation.

2.6x1074 Laboratory Fort Dix, Burlington
test. County.
1.3x107" Laboratory ~ Winslow Township, Camden
test. County.
4.9x1074 Laboratory Lakewood, Ocean County
test.
5.7x107¢ to Laboratory Brick Township, Ocean
2.4x107° test. County.
1.5x107° Model results Northern Coastal Plain
New Jersey.

Nichols (1977a, p. 58).

Farlekas and others (1976, p.
133).

Nichols (1977a, p. 58).

Nichols (1977, p. 48).

Nichols (1977a, p. 76).

NAVESINK-HORNERSTOWN CONFINING UNIT (C5)

Navesink Formation
Navesink Formation
Navesink Formation

Red Bank Sand

Hornerstown Sand
Hornerstown Sand
Hornerstown Sand

Navesink Formation and
Hornerstown Sand.

2 Laboratory Arneytown, Burlington
test. County.

5.0x107* to Laboratory Winslow Township, Camden

1.3x107! test. County.

9 Laboratory Sewell, Gloucester County
test.

1.3x1071 Laboratory Arneytown, Burlington
test. County.

3.0x10 % and  Laboratory Arneytown, Burlington

2.0x1072 test. County.

8.0x10 2 to Laboratory ~ Winslow Township, Camden

6.7x107! test. County.

4 Laboratory Sewell, Gloucester County
test.

5.6x1072 Aquifer test  Salem, Salem County

Rush (1968, p. 51).

Farlekes and others (1976, p.
133).
R405)enau and others (1969, p.
6).
Rush (1968, p. 51).

Rush (1968, p. 52).

Farlekas and others (1976, p.
133).

Rosenau and others (1969, p.
46).

Rosenau and others (1969, p.
46).

BASAL KIRKWOOD CONFINING UNIT (C7)

Alloway Clay Member of
the Kirkwood Formation.

2.0x107° to

Cumberland County
5.2x107°

Laboratory
tests.

Nemickas and Carswell (1976,
p. 4).
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CONFINING UNIT BETWEEN THE LOWER AND MIDDLE
POTOMAC-RARITAN-MAGOTHY AQUIFERS

The confining unit above the lower aquifer of the
Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer system is a section of
predominantly silt and clay sediments, with some sand,
in the lower third of the undifferentiated Potomac-
Raritan-Magothy aquifer system. In the model, this
confining unit is referred to as the confining unit between
the lower and middle Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers
and is designated as model unit C1. The thickness of this
confining unit is shown in figure 4. Confining-unit thick-
ness data near the Delaware River in northwestern
Salem, Gloucester, and Camden Counties, are from
Zapecza (1984, pl. 6). In downdip areas in the eastern
Coastal Plain, the confining-unit thickness is estimated
from available borehole geophysical logs. The thickness
of this confining unit ranges from less than 50 feet near
the Delaware River to 500 feet in downdip areas near the
Delaware River in Salem County. The modeled confining
unit has the same areal extent as the lower Potomac-
Raritan-Magothy aquifer (Al) and is overlain every-
where by the middle Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer
(A2).

No previous estimates of vertical hydraulic conductiv-
ity have been made for the confining-unit sediments
between the lower and middle aquifers of the Potomac-
Raritan-Magothy aquifer system in the New Jersey
Coastal Plain. Many previous studies (Barksdale and
others, 1958; Farlekas and others, 1976; Luzier, 1980;
and Walker, 1983) have discussed various aspects of the
hydrogeology of the lower aquifer of Potomac-Raritan-
Magothy aquifer system in combination with the middle
or middle and upper aquifers of the Potomac-Raritan-
Magothy aquifer system. These studies suggest that the
vertical hydraulic connection within the Potomac-
Raritan-Magothy aquifer system is relatively high and
that the hydraulic conductivity of the confining unit
between the lower and middle aquifers of the Potomac-
Raritan-Magothy aquifer system is somewhat higher
than the hydraulic conductivity of the Merchantville-
Woodbury confining unit that overlies the upper aquifer
of the Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer system. How-
ever, similarity in water levels in the lower and middle
parts of the aquifer system compared to the upper part of
the aquifer system may result from the distribution of
ground-water withdrawals rather than from the degree
of hydraulic connection.

The hydraulic conductivity of the confining unit
between the lower and middle Potomac-Raritan-
Magothy aquifers is assumed to be similar to (and
possibly higher than) hydraulic conductivity estimates
for the confining. unit between the middle and upper
Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers and as much as two
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orders of magnitude more than the hydraulic conductiv-
ity of the Merchantville-Woodbury confining unit.

MIDDLE POTOMAC-RARITAN-MAGOTHY AQUIFER

The middle Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer com-
pletely overlies the confining unit between the lower and
middle Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers. In areas
where the underlying aquifer and confining unit, model
units Al and C1, do not exist, the middle aquifer overlies
bedrock, weathered bedrock, or clays. The modeled
aquifer, model unit A2, represents the middle aquifer of
the Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer system, which is
equivalent to the Farrington aquifer (the Farrington
Sand Member of the Raritan Formation) in the north-
eastern New Jersey Coastal Plain.

Structure contours of the top of the middle Potomac-
Raritan-Magothy aquifer are shown in figure 5. The
altitude on the top of the middle aquifer ranges from land
surface in the outerop area near the Fall Line to more
than an estimated 2,800 feet below sea level in downdip
seaward areas east of Atlantic County. The altitude data
of the top of the aquifer near the Delaware River and in
northwestern Monmouth and Ocean Counties are from
Zapecza (1984, pl. 7). The top of the middle aquifer in
downdip undifferentiated areas in the southern and
southwestern Coastal Plain is estimated from available
borehole geophysical logs. Generally, this aquifer is the
sandiest part of the middle third of the undifferentiated
Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer system. The middle
aquifer extends from the Fall Line to some unknown
distance downdip beneath the Atlantic Ocean. However,
the modeled freshwater part of the middle aquifer is
shown to extend from the Fall Line to southern Cum-
berland and southern Atlantic and Ocean Counties but
not beneath most of Cape May County. The thickness of
the middle aquifer near the Delaware River ranges from
50 feet to 150 feet and is more than 600 feet in downdip
areas offshore of Ocean County.

The middle Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer is con-
tinuous into Delaware where it is the sandy part of the
upper half of the Potomac Formation (D.A. Vroblesky,
written commun., 1985). The middle aquifer is equivalent
to the Lloyd aquifer (the Lloyd Sand Member of the
Raritan Formation) on Long Island, N.Y. (Henry Trapp,
written commun., 1985).

Aquifer-test analyses (table 3) indicate that the trans-
missivity of the middle aquifer ranges from 550 to 22,000
ft?/d; however, one aquifer test in Burlington County
(Rush, 1968, p. 33) shows unrealistic transmissivity
values over 68,000 ft?/d. Most of the aquifer-test analyses
are from the northern Coastal Plain and give transmis-
sivity values that are higher than the few analyses for
the lower aquifer. Storage coefficient estimates from
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these tests range from 3.7x107° to 8.1x1072 and are
similar to storage coefficient estimates for the lower
aquifer.

CONFINING UNIT BETWEEN THE MIDDLE AND UPPER
POTOMAC-RARITAN-MAGOTHY AQUIFERS

The confining unit between the middle and upper
Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers is designated C2 in
the model. This confining unit generally represents the
clayey part within the middle third of the undifferenti-
ated Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer system and
overlies the middle aquifer everywhere except where the
middle aquifer crops out near the Fall Line. The thick-
ness of the middle confining unit is shown in figure 6.
Near the Fall Line, the thickness is generally less than
50 feet (Zapecza, 1984, pl. 9). In downdip areas, the
thickness was estimated on the basis of available geo-
physical logs. The confining unit generally thickens
downdip and is more than 600 feet near the 10,000 mg/L
chloride line.

Estimates of vertical hydraulic conductivity for the
confining unit range from 8.6x107° to 8.4x107% feet per
day (ft/d) (table 4). These estimates are derived from a
flow modeling study of the underlying aquifer in the
northeastern Coastal Plain by Farlekas (1979) and sug-
gest that the vertical hydraulic conductivity varies sev-
eral orders of magnitude locally.

UPPER POTOMAC-RARITAN-MAGOTHY AQUIFER

The upper Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer overlies
the confining unit between the middle and upper aquifers
everywhere except where the confining unit crops out
near the Fall Line. This aquifer, designated A3 in the
model, is the upper aquifer of the Potomac-Raritan-
Magothy aquifer as described by Zapecza (1984, p. 18-19)
and is primarily the Magothy Formation in New Jersey
but is the Old Bridge aquifer (the Old Bridge Sand
Member of the Magothy Formation) in the northeastern
New Jersey Coastal Plain. The upper aquifer, like the
middle aquifer, extends from its outcrop area near the
Fall Line to some unknown distance downdip beneath
the Atlantic Ocean. The downdip area of the upper
aquifer simulated by the model, however, is limited to
the area with freshwater. The modeled extent of the
upper aquifer is greater than that of the lower and
middle aquifers, because freshwater occurs offshore in
the upper aquifer. The upper aquifer is present in each
county of the New Jersey Coastal Plain.

The altitude of the top of the aquifer (fig. 7) ranges
from land surface in the outerop area to more than 2,200
feet below sea level in downdip areas south of Cape May
County. The altitude of the top of the upper aquifer is
that shown by Zapecza (1984, pl. 10). The altitude in
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offshore areas where no borehole geophysical logs are
available was estimated on the basis of the onshore
structural trends. The thickness of the upper aquifer of
the Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer system is shown
by Zapecza (1984, p. 11). The aquifer is thinnest near the
outerop area, where it is less than 50 feet thick and near
the Delaware Bay where it is about 75 feet thick. The
aquifer thickens to more than 200 feet in eastern Mon-
mouth County.

The upper aquifer is continuous with the Magothy
Formation of Delaware (D.A. Vroblesky, written com-
mun., 1985) and is modeled in the northern Atlantic
Coastal Plain RASA study as the approximate lower
third of the Magothy Formation in New York (P.P.
Leahy, written commun., 1985). Except in the outerop
area, the upper aquifer is overlain everywhere by the
Merchantville-Woodbury confining unit.

Two aquifer tests in New Jersey are summarized in
table 3 for the upper aquifer. Although these tests are
listed for the upper aquifer, this cannot be confirmed
because of incomplete well records. There is no evidence
to suggest that the hydraulic conductivity or lithology of
the upper aquifer of the Potomae-Raritan-Magothy aqui-
fer system differs greatly from the hydraulic conductiv-
ity and lithology of the lower or middle aquifers of the
Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer system. Differences
in transmissivity among the three aquifers result primar-
ily from differences in thickness.

MERCHANTVILLE-WOODBURY CONFINING UNIT

The Merchantville-Woodbury confining unit generally
represents the sediments of the Merchantville-
Woodbury confining unit described by Zapecza (1984, p.
19-20). However, several modifications were made to
incorporate the unit into the model framework as model
unit C3. In areas where the overlying Englishtown
Formation includes an upper and lower sand unit within
the aquifer (Nichols, 1977b, p. 15), the confining unit
between these sands is specified for this report to be part
of the Merchantville-Woodbury confining unit. The
thickness of model unit C3 (fig. 8) is, therefore, slightly
greater than the thickness of the Merchantville-
Woodbury confining unit shown by Zapecza (1984, pl. 12)
in Ocean, southeastern Monmouth, and southeastern
Burlington Counties. Also, in areas southeast of the
downdip limit of the Englishtown aquifer system,
Zapecza (1984, p. 19) includes all sediments between the
overlying Wenonah-Mount Laurel aquifer and the under-
lying Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer system in the
Merchantville-Woodbury confining unit. Model unit C3,
however, includes only the lower part of these sediments
in these areas. The upper part is assigned to model unit
C4. The thickness of the confining unit in Cumberland,
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Cape May, Atlantic, and southern Burlington and Ocean
Counties is, therefore, less than that shown by Zapecza
(1984, pl. 12). The sediments represented by model unit
C3 are illustrated in figure 2 and table 2. The modeled
confining unit increases in thickness downdip, from less
than 50 feet at the outerop to more than 400 feet along
the coast of Ocean County.

Estimates of vertical hydraulic conductivity for sedi-
ments of the Merchantville-Woodbury confining unit
have been made from model simulation studies and
laboratory analyses (table 4). Estimates range from
8.6x1077 to 3.0x1072 ft/d. Luzier (1980, p. 29) shows
hydraulic conductivity decreasing in the downdip direc-
tion. The sediments of the Merchantville-Woodbury con-
fining unit have long been recognized (Barksdale and
others, 1958, p. 135-136) as one of the most effective
confining units in the New Jersey Coastal Plain.

ENGLISHTOWN AQUIFER

The Englishtown aquifer, designated A4 in the model,
overlies the Merchantville-Woodbury confining unit but
has a more limited areal extent. Model unit A4 repre-
sents both sand units of the Englishtown aquifer system
described by Zapecza (1984, p. 20-22). The altitude of the
top of the Englishtown aquifer is shown on figure 9. The
aquifer extends from its outcrop area several miles
southeast of the Fall Line to northern Cumberland,
northern Atlantie, southern Burlington, and southern
Ocean Counties. The downdip limit of this model unit is
at a facies change to silt and clay and is the downdip limit
of the permeable sand. The Englishtown aquifer contains
freshwater everywhere. The altitude of the top of the
aquifer ranges from land surface in the outerop area to
more than 1,600 feet below sea level offshore of Ocean
County. The altitudes shown in figure 9 are those shown
by Zapecza (1984, pl. 13), with projected altitudes in
offshore areas.

The thickness of the modeled aquifer is the same as the
thickness of the Englishtown aquifer system shown by
Zapecza (1984, pl. 14). The aquifer is generally less than
100 feet thick. However, the Englishtown aquifer has its
greatest thickness of 200 feet in southern Monmouth and
northeastern Ocean Counties, where two distinet perme-
able sand units are present. The thickness of the upper
sand unit, which has the greatest withdrawals, is less
than 120 feet in this area.

The Englishtown aquifer in New Jersey is continuous
with the Englishtown Formation in Delaware (D.A.
Vroblesky, written commun., 1985) and is modeled as the
approximate middle third of the Magothy Formation in
New York in the hydrogeologic framework of the north-
ern Atlantic Coastal Plain RASA model (P.P. Leahy,
written commun., 1985). The Englishtown aquifer is
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overlain everywhere except in its outcrop area by the
Marshalltown-Wenonah confining unit.

Transmissivity estimates for the Englishtown aquifer
derived from model simulations range from 400 to 2,400
ft%d (table 3). Transmissivity estimates from aquifer-
test analyses are comparable and range from 1,100 to
2,100 ft%/d. These estimates are considerably lower than
transmissivity estimates for the Potomac-Raritan-
Magothy aquifers. These lower transmissivities are
related to the low hydraulic conductivity and thickness of
the Englishtown aquifer. Estimates of the storage coef-
ficient range from 7.6x107° to 2.7x10~* (table 3).

MARSHALLTOWN-WENONAH CONFINING UNIT

In areas overlying the Englishtown aquifer, the
Marshalltown-Wenonah confining unit represents the
sediments of the Marshalltown-Wenonah confining unit
described by Zapecza (1984, p. 22-23). In areas southeast
of the downdip extent of the Englishtown aquifer, this
unit is part of the Merchantville-Woodbury confining unit
described by Zapecza (1984, p. 19-20). The sediments
represented by model unit C4 are shown in table 2 and
figure 2. This confining unit is relatively thin, ranging
from less than 20 feet to less than 100 feet, and has the
same downdip extent as the Merchantville-Woodbury
confining unit (C3) (fig. 10). Therefore, southeast of the
downdip limit of the Englishtown aquifer (A4), this
confining unit directly overlies the Merchantville-
Woodbury confining unit (C3).

Estimates of vertical hydraulic conductivity for sedi-
ments of the Marshalltown-Wenonah confining unit
range from about 5.7x107% to 4.9x107* ft/d (table 4).
However, one laboratory analysis of cores from Camden
County indicated an unusually high vertical hydraulic
conductivity of 1.3x 107" ft/d.

WENONAH-MOUNT LAUREL AQUIFER

The Wenonah-Mount Laurel aquifer, designated A5 in
the model, overlies the Marshalltown-Wenonah confining
unit (C4). The altitude data of the top of the Wenonah-
Mount Laurel aquifer (fig. 11) is from Zapecza (1984, pl.
16). The aquifer extends from its outcrop area, several
miles southeast of the Fall Line, about 50 to 60 miles
downdip, where there is a facies change from sand to silt
and clay. The altitude of the top of the aquifer ranges
from land surface in its outcrop area and is estimated to
be more than 2,400 feet below sea level beneath the
Atlantic Ocean. The aquifer is thickest in southeastern
Gloucester and Salem Counties and northwestern Cum-
berland County where it is over 120 feet thick (Zapecza,
1984, pl. 17). The aquifer generally thins downdip and is
less than 40 feet thick in southern Cape May County.
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The Wenonah-Mount Laurel aquifer is equivalent to
permeable sands in the Monmouth Formation in Dela-
ware (D.A. Vroblesky, written commun., 1985) and is
modeled as the upper part of the Magothy Formation in
New York by the regional RASA study (P.P. Leahy,
written commun., 1985).

Estimates of transmissivity from aquifer tests and
model simulations range from 360 to 1,430 ft%/d (table 3).
Storage coefficients were estimated to be from
1.5X107°t0 8.5x10™* (table 3). The hydraulic character-
istics of the Wenonah-Mount Laurel aquifer are similar
to those of the Englishtown aquifer.

NAVESINK-HORNERSTOWN CONFINING UNIT

The Navesink-Hornerstown confining unit, designated
C5 in the model, overlies the Wenonah-Mount Laurel
aquifer (A5) everywhere except in the aquifer’s outerop
area. Model unit C5 represents the lower part of the
composite confining unit described by Zapecza (1984,
p. 24-25). The unit includes the Navesink Formation,
Red Bank Sand, Tinton Sand, and the Hornerstown
Sand. These minor aquifers are relatively thin and
limited in their areal extent.

Thickness of the Navesink-Hornerstown confining unit
is shown in figure 12. Throughout most of the New
Jersey Coastal Plain, the confining unit is less than 80
feet thick. However, in central Monmouth County, the
unit is 100 to 180 feet thick because of the presence of the
Red Bank and Tinton Sands.

Estimates of vertical hydraulic conductivity for sedi-
ments within the Navesink-Hornerstown confining unit
range from 5.0x10°* to 9 ft/d (table 4). Many of the
estimates are several orders of magnitude higher than
for sediments in other confining units. Generally, these
relatively high vertical hydraulic conductivities are for
minor sand layers within the confining unit and are not
representative of the confining unit’s overall vertical
hydraulic conduetivity.

VINCENTOWN AQUIFER

The Vincentown Formation overlies the Navesink-
Hornerstown confining unit. However, throughout most
of its extent the formation is a confining unit (Zapecza,
1984, p. 25). The Vincentown Formation is an aquifer in
its outcrop area and for about 8 to 10 miles downdip. The
aquifer part of the Vincentown Formation is designated
A6 in the model and appears in Salem, Gloucester,
Camden, Burlington, Ocean, and Monmouth Counties
(fig. 13). The aquifer is not present in New York. In
Delaware, the Vincentown aquifer consists of permeable
sands in the Rancocas Group (D.A. Vroblesky, written
commun., 1985).
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The altitude of the top of the aquifer is shown in figure
13 and is the same as that shown by Zapecza (1984, pl.
19). The altitude of the top of the aquifer ranges from
altitudes of more than 100 feet above sea level in the
outcrop to more than 200 feet below sea level downdip in
Salem County. The thickness of the Vincentown aquifer
is shown by Zapecza (1984, pl. 19). Generally, the aquifer
is less than 100 feet thick. However, thicknesses of 140
feet occur in central Monmouth County.

Only one estimate of transmissivity is available for the
Vincentown aquifer. A laboratory analysis of sediments
from Burlington County resulted in an estimated trans-
missivity of 530 ft%d (table 3).

VINCENTOWN-MANASQUAN CONFINING UNIT

The Vincentown aquifer is overlain everywhere,
except in the outcrop area, by the Manasquan Forma-
tion. The Manasquan-Vincentown confining unit, desig-
nated C6 in the model, includes the downdip silt and clay
portions of the Vincentown Formation, the Manasquan
Formation, and, locally, the overlying Shark River For-
mation. These sediments are part of the composite
confining unit described by Zapecza (1984, p. 24-25).

The thickness of the Vincentown-Manasquan confining
unit, shown in figure 14, ranges from about 50 feet at the
outerop area to about 1,000 feet in southern Cape May
County. This unit has the same downdip extent as the
Navesink-Hornerstown confining unit (C5). Therefore,
in areas southeast of the downdip extent of the underly-
ing Vincentown aquifer (A6), the Vincentown-
Manasquan confining unit (C6) directly overlies the
Navesink-Hornerstown confining unit (C5). This relation
is shown in figure 2 and table 2. No estimates of vertical
hydraulic conductivity are available for the Vincentown-
Manasquan confining unit.

PINEY POINT AQUIFER

The Piney Point aquifer described by Zapecza (1984,
p. 26-29) is designated as model unit A7. The altitude of
the top of the Piney Point aquifer is shown in figure 15.
The aquifer does not crop out because it is overlain
entirely by the basal clay of the Kirkwood Formation.
The updip limit of the Piney Point aquifer is generally at
the downdip limit of the Vincentown aquifer (A6) (figs. 2,
13, and 15). The Piney Point aquifer probably thins and
is not present several miles downdip of the Atlantic
Coast. The altitude of the top of the aquifer is the same
as that shown by Zapecza (1984, pl. 20), with altitudes
beneath the ocean estimated from onshore contour
trends and available offshore data. The altitude of the top
of the aquifer ranges from about 50 feet below sea level
in southeastern Salem and Gloucester Counties to about
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1,300 feet below sea level beneath the Atlantic Ocean
southeast of Atlantic County.

The thickness of the Piney Point aquifer is shown by
Zapecza (1984, pl. 21). The aquifer is thickest in western
Cumberland County where it is over 200 feet thick. The
aquifer thins to the northeast where it is less than 40 feet
thick in Atlantic County but thickens again to over 120
feet in Burlington and Ocean Counties. The Piney Point
aquifer is not present in New York but is continuous into
Delaware (D.A. Vroblesky, written commun., 1985).
The only estimate of transmissivity of the Piney Point
aquifer in New Jersey based on aquifer-test data is 1,400
ft?/d. Estimates of transmissivity and storage coefficient
for the aquifer in Delaware are shown in table 3.

BASAL KIRKWOOD CONFINING UNIT

The basal Kirkwood confining unit, designated C7 in
the model, represents the basal clay of the Kirkwood
Formation and, locally, silty parts of the Piney Point
Formation. These sediments are the uppermost part of
the composite confining unit described by Zapecza (1984,
p. 24-25). The confining unit completely overlies the
Piney Point aquifer (A7) and extends several miles
northwest of the aquifer’s updip limit. Northwest of the
Piney Point aquifer the basal Kirkwood confining unit
overlies the Vincentown-Manasquan confining unit (C6).

Thickness of the basal Kirkwood confining unit is
shown in figure 16. Generally, the unit thickens downdip.
The unit is over 140 feet thick in southern Cape May
County, but its greatest thickness exceeds 160 feet in
eastern Ocean County and just offshore.

Only one estimate of vertical hydraulic conductivity is
available for sediments of the basal Kirkwood confining
unit. A laboratory analysis of the Alloway Clay Member
of the Kirkwood Formation, part of the confining unit,
indicated a vertical hydraulic conductivity ranging from
2.0x107° to 5.2x107° ft/d (table 4).

LOWER KIRKWOOD-COHANSEY AQUIFER AND CONFINED
KIRKWOOD AQUIFER

The lower Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer and the con-
fined Kirkwood aquifer are designated as A8 in the
model. In downdip areas, the modeled aquifer represents
the Atlantic City 800-foot sand and the overlying, rela-
tively minor, Rio Grande water-bearing zone. In this
report, the Atlantic City 800-foot sand and the Rio
Grande water-bearing zone are together referred to as
the confined Kirkwood aquifer. In updip areas, the
modeled aquifer represents the lower part of the uncon-
fined Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer system. The Atlantic
City 800-foot sand and the Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer
system are described and mapped by Zapecza (1984, p.
29-34, pls. 22, 23, and 24), but Zapecza does not subdi-
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vide the Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer system into an
upper and lower part. He also describes, but does not
map, the Rio Grande water-bearing zone (Zapecza, 1984,
p. 31-32). The relation between the hydrogeologic units
and the modeled aquifer are shown in figure 2 and
table 2.

The Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer system was subdi-
vided in this study into an upper and lower aquifer in
updip areas to better represent the vertical head distri-
bution in the unconfined aquifer system and to provide a
lateral connection between the confined Kirkwood aqui-
fer and the lower Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer, Zapecza
(1984, p. 29) states that the Atlantic City 800-foot sand
has not been mapped beyond its overlying confining unit,
and its connection with the unconfined aquifer is not
known.

The altitude of the top of the modeled aquifer and the
approximate extent of the confined Kirkwood aquifer are
shown in figure 17. The updip limit of the confined
Kirkwood aquifer extends through southeastern Cum-
berland, central Atlantic, southeastern Burlington, and
southern Ocean Counties and is the same as the limit of
the overlying confining unit. This line divides the mod-
eled aquifer into the lower part of the unconfined aquifer
in updip areas to the northwest and a confined aquifer in
downdip areas to the southeast. Southeast of this line the
altitude of the top of the modeled aquifer is the top of the
Rio Grande water-bearing zone. In this area, the altitude
of the top is 50 to 250 feet above the top of the Atlantic
City 800-foot sand shown by Zapecza (1984, pl. 22).
Northeast of this line the top of the modeled aquifer
continues to rise until it reaches the water table. The
altitude of the top of the modeled aquifer (fig. 17) ranges
from the water table in its outcrop area, several miles
southeast of the Fall Line, to 500 feet below sea level in
southern Cape May County and is estimated to be more
than 1,100 feet below sea level at the southeast model
boundary.

The thickness of the modeled aquifer ranges from
about 50 feet in its outerop area to about 200 feet in Cape
May County. The lower Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer is
the updip part of the aquifer and is approximately the
lower third of the Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer system
described by Zapecza (1984, p. 32-34). The thickness of
the confined Kirkwood aquifer, which is the downdip
part of the modeled aquifer, is the combined thickness of
the Atlantic City 800-foot sand, the Rio Grande water-
bearing zone, and the intervening confining unit.

The confined Kirkwood aquifer extends to the south-
east model boundary. However, the aquifer probably
contains freshwater for at least 25 miles offshore beyond
the model boundary. The unit thins toward the northeast
and is not present in Long Island, N.Y. (Henry Trapp,
written commun., 1985). To the southwest, the confining
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units within the modeled aquifer become thicker, and the
aquifer includes the Frederica and Cheswold aquifers in
Delaware (D.A. Vroblesky, written commun., 1985).

Estimates of transmissivity of the modeled aquifer
from Atlantic, Cape May, and Ocean Counties range
from 1,500 to 12,500 ft%d (table 3). Storage coefficient
estimates range from 8.5x107° to 6.0x10~*. Transmis-
sivity estimates for the lower Kirkwood-Cohansey aqui-
fer and confined Kirkwood aquifer (A8) are lower than
transmissivity estimates for the three Potomac-Raritan-
Magothy aquifers (Al, A2, and A3) but are slightly
higher than estimates for the other underlying aquifers
(A4-AT).

CONFINING UNIT OVERLYING THE RIO GRANDE
WATER-BEARING ZONE

Model unit C8 represents the confining unit overlying
the Rio Grande water-bearing zone and is designated as
C8 in the model. This confining unit is the upper part of
the confining unit overlying the Atlantic City 800-foot
sand described by Zapecza (1984, p. 31). The confining
unit completely overlies the confined Kirkwood aquifer,
does not crop out, and is present mainly in southern
Ocean, southeastern Atlantic, and Cape May Counties
(fig. 18).

The thickness of the confining unit is shown in figure
18. The unit thickens downdip, ranging from 50 feet near
its updip limit to 200 feet in southern Cape May County.
The unit is 100 to 200 feet thinner than the confining unit
mapped by Zapecza (1984, pl. 22) because he includes the
thickness of the Rio Grande water-bearing zone and the
confining unit underlying this zone. No estimates of
vertical hydraulic conductivity are available.

UPPER KIRKWOOD-COHANSEY AQUIFER

The sediments in the upper part of the uneonfined
Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer system are designated as
model unit A9 and are referred to in the model as the
upper Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer. This modeled aquifer
directly overlies the lower Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer
(updip part of A8) in areas northwest of the updip limit of
the confined Kirkwood aquifer. Southeast of the limit,
the upper Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer represents uncon-
fined and confined sediments of the Kirkwood Formation
above the confining unit overlying the Rio Grande water-
bearing zone (C8). Throughout most of its onshore
extent, the modeled aquifer is unconfined; however, in
the peninsular part of Cape May County and offshore the
aquifer is confined by the overlying estuarine clay facies
of the Cape May Formation (Gill, 1962a, fig. 2).

The altitude of the top of the confined part of the upper
Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer is shown in figure 19.
Although the top of the sediments is the altitude of land
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surface, the altitude of the top of the saturated sediments
(water table) is estimated to be at or near land surface
near streams and surface-water bodies and up to several
tens of feet below land surface near local ground-water
divides. The altitude of the top of the confined part of the
upper Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer in Cape May County
is similar to that shown by Gill (1962a, fig. 6) for the top
of the estuarine sand facies. The altitude of the top of the
aquifer in offshore areas is the ocean and bay bottoms.

The thickness of the unconfined Kirkwood-Cohansey
aquifer system, which includes the unconfined parts of
the lower Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer (updip part of A8)
and the upper Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer (A9), is
described and shown by Zapecza (1984, pl. 24 and p.
32-34). The confired part of the upper Kirkwood-
Cohansey aquifer is from 150 to 250 feet thick in Cape
May County. Estimates of transmissivity for the upper
Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer from aquifer-test analyses
range from 3,600 to 20,000 ft*/d (table 3). The higher
estimates are generally for the thicker parts of the
unconfined part of the aquifer. Estimates of storage
coefficient from these tests range from 1.2x107* to
4.4x107%,

ESTUARINE CLAY CONFINING UNIT

The estuarine clay confining unit, designated C9 in the
model, represents the estuarine clay facies described by
Gill (1962a, p. 25-26). Onshore, this confining unit is
present only in the peninsular part of Cape May County
where the upper Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer (A9) is
confined. Offshore, the estuarine clay confining unit
extends beneath Delaware Bay and the Atlantic Ocean.

The thickness of the estuarine clay confining unit is
shown in figure 20. The unit has a fairly uniform thick-
ness of about 50 feet, although locally in southern Cape
May County the unit is over 100 feet thick. However,
contours in offshore areas are highly approximate. There
are no estimates of vertical hydraulic conductivity for
this confining unit.

HOLLY BEACH AQUIFER

The Holly Beach aquifer, designated A10 in the model,
represents part of the unconfined Holly Beach water-
bearing zone described by Gill (1962a, p. 41). The mod-
eled aquifer is the Holly Beach water-bearing zone only
on the peninsular part of Cape May County where it is
underlain by the estuarine clay facies of the Cape May
Formation mapped by Gill (1962a, fig. 8). In the northern
part of the county where the clay facies is absent,
sediments of the Holly Beach water-bearing zone are
combined with the upper Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer
(A9). The lithology and stratigraphy of the sediments
comprising this aquifer are discussed in detail by Gill













































SIMULATION OF GROUND-WATER FLOW

potentiometric surfaces and long-term well hydrographs.
Interpreted 1978 potentiometric surface maps by Walker
(1983, fig. 9 and pls. 1-5) are available for the following
aquifers: the upper Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer
system (A3), the Englishtown aquifer (A4), the
Wenonah-Mount Laurel aquifer (A5), the confined Kirk-
wood aquifer (A8), and the confined part of the upper
Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer (A9). Walker (1983) refers
to the lower and middle Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aqui-
fers of this study as the lower aquifer of the Potomac-
Raritan-Magothy aquifer system. Data for the 1978
potentiometric surface for the undifferentiated lower and
middle aquifers (Walker, 1983, pl. 1) were reanalyzed to
make separate maps for each aquifer. Potentiometric
surface maps for 1978 are not available for the Vincen-
town aquifer (A6), Piney Point aquifer (A7), the uncon-
fined lower and upper Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifers (A8
and A9), and the Holly Beach aquifer (A10). Simulated
potentiometric surfaces for these aquifers are compared
to measured water levels.

Data for the interpreted 1978 potentiometric surfaces
were collected over a period of several months but
primarily in October or November of 1978. However,
pumping period 8 ends closest to this date on January 1,
1978, Although the dates of the simulated and inter-
preted transient water-level surfaces differ in time by at
least 10 months, their comparison is adequate for simu-
lating the regional flow system. In areas with observa-
tion wells, water-level declines from 1973 to 1978 aver-
aged 1 to 4 ft/yr (Walker, 1983). At this rate water-level
declines from January 1, 1978, to October or November
1978 would be much less than the calibration criteria of
15 feet (described below). The simulated January 1, 1978,
and interpreted October/November 1978 potentiometric
surfaces are referred to as the simulated and interpreted
1978 potentiometric surfaces, respectively, in this
report.

Well hydrographs also were used for calibration. Sim-
ulated water levels at the end of each pumping period
were compared to the measured water levels closest to
the end of the pumping period. Comparison of well
hydrographs to simulated water levels provided more
accuracy than using only potentiometric surface maps.
The use of well hydrographs also minimized the error in
comparing the simulated and interpreted 1978 surfaces
with dates that differed by 10 months. Simulated hydro-
graphs are compared to measured water levels pre-
sented by Zapecza, Voronin, and Martin (1987, pls. 1-10)
for the period 1924 to 1984 for each aquifer. However,
most wells do not have water-level data for the entire
period. Hydrographs for wells in the undifferentiated
Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer system are assigned
to the lower or middle aquifer based on the altitude of the
well screen intervals and the altitude of the lower (fig. 3)
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or middle (fig. 5) aquifer. Likewise, hydrographs for the

undifferentiated Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer system are

assigned to the lower Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer and
confined Kirkwood aquifer (A8) and the upper Kirkwood-

Cohansey aquifer (A9) based on the screen intervals and

the altitudes of the tops of the aquifers shown in figures

17 and 19.

A total of 89 well hydrographs were selected for model
calibration from the hundreds of wells in the New Jersey
Coastal Plain measured by the U.S. Geological Survey.
These well hydrographs were selected on the basis of
their location and period of record. Most wells are in the
updip parts of the aquifers, although records for some
deeper wells in downdip areas are available. Most wells
have periods of recorded water-level measurements of at
least 15 years, and several wells have records of more
than 50 years. Seven to 13 well hydrographs were used
for each aquifer. Only the Vincentown aquifer (A6), with
one well, has an insufficient number of wells with
recorded water levels for calibration.

Simulated water levels were used to generate simu-
lated hydrographs for observation-well sites at points
other than the nodes for comparison with well hydro-
graphs. A linear interpolation based on the location and
simulated water levels at the three nodes nearest to the
observation well was used to calculate the simulated
hydrograph of that well. The simulated water levels at
the three nodes define a plane, which is assumed to
approximate water levels between these points. The
altitude of the plane at the site of the measured water
level is determined by the location of the observation-
well site with respect to the three nodes. The model code
was modified to calculate the simulated hydrographs
using this three-node method.

Determining the acceptability of the match between
simulated and interpreted potentiometric surfaces and
hydrographs is subjective. The attempt was made to
match interpreted 1978 potentiometric surfaces as
closely as possible and hydrographs to within 10 feet.
Calibration was considered acceptable when the follow-
ing criteria were satisfied:

1. The interpreted 1978 potentiometric surfaces (includ-
ing the depths of the cones of depression) were
reproduced to within 15 feet, and the locations and
configurations of the simulated cones were reason-
able.

2. The interpreted prepumping steady-state potentio-
metric surfaces were reproduced to within 15 feet.

3. Simulated hydrographs matched the measured hydro-
graphs to within 15 feet at the end of each pumping
period.

4. Simulated water levels in areas with little or no
measured data were compatible to water levels in
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areas with data and were compatible with flow
directions postulated in the conceptual model.

5. Hydraulic characteristics representing the flow sys-
tem (including aquifer transmissivity, confining-
unit vertical hydraulic conductivity, flow rates
between the aquifers, and flow between the uncon-
fined aquifer and the streams) were compatible to
measured aquifer and confining-unit characteristics
and to flow rates postulated in the conceptual
model.

The model is more rigorously calibrated in some areas
than others. The degree of calibration depends on the
distribution of measured data, the character of the
hydrogeologic framework and potentiometric surfaces in
relation to the cell size, the sensitivity of simulated water
levels to data changes, and the ease with which calibra-
tion was achieved. Generally, the Vincentown aquifer
(A6) and offshore areas of the aquifer system were
calibrated only according to the fourth and fifth calibra-
tion criteria and are not considered to be well calibrated.
Also, calibration within the outcrop areas of the confined
aquifers is severely limited by the cell size. The area of
the outcrops in any cell is generally much less than the
cell size. The model outerop areas provide a means for
simulated regional recharge to the confined aquifers, but
local unconfined water levels or flow rates are not
simulated accurately in these areas.

SIMULATION OF PREPUMPING STEADY-STATE
CONDITIONS

Generally, the match between simulated and inter-
preted prepumping potentiometric surfaces is considered
acceptable, although in some areas of some aquifers
there is not a good match. Figures 30 to 39 show the
simulated surfaces and, when available, the interpreted
prepumping potentiometric surfaces. The interpreted
surfaces show contours based on measured data. Discus-
sion of the comparison of the simulated and interpreted
surfaces follows.

The simulated prepumping potentiometric surfaces for
the lower and middle Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers
(Al and A2) are shown in figures 30 and 31. The
interpreted and simulated prepumping surfaces for the
upper aquifer (A3) are shown in figure 32. The high
ground-water altitudes near the outerop in Middlesex
County and the low altitudes near the outcrop area along
the Delaware River, near Raritan Bay, and along the
Atlantic Coast in Ocean and Monmouth Counties are
simulated in all three aquifers. However, the lateral
gradient from the outcrop area in Mercer and Middlesex
Counties to the discharge area beneath the Atlantic
Ocean in the upper aquifer is not closely simulated, and
simulated water levels along the Atlantic Coast may be
10 to 15 feet higher than actual water levels.
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The simulated and interpreted prepumping potentio-
metric surfaces for the Englishtown aquifer (A4) are
shown in figure 33. The high ground-water altitudes near
the outcrop in northwestern Monmouth County, the
enclosed ground-water low in the outcrop in western
Burlington County, and the low ground-water altitudes
beneath Raritan Bay, the Atlantic Coast, and the out-
crop area in Gloucester and Camden Counties are all
simulated. Two small enclosed ground-water highs near
the outcrop in Burlington and Gloucester Counties and
the lateral gradient between the outcrop in Monmouth
County and the Atlantic Coast were not simulated. Also,
the simulated surface shows a ground-water high in
Camden County that is lower, smaller, and further north
in the interpreted potentiometric surface. The small
enclosed highs near the outcrop may be too small in
comparison to the cell size to be accurately simulated.
Nevertheless, the general ground-water altitudes are
approximately simulated in these areas. The larger sim-
ulated ground-water high in Camden County differs from
the interpreted potentiometric surface because the inter-
preted surface probably does not represent true pre-
pumping conditions and reflects water levels lowered by
small amounts of unrecorded local pumpage. As in the
Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers, ground-water gra-
dients in Monmouth County are not closely simulated,
and simulated water levels along the coast may be 15 feet
higher than actual prepumping water levels in the
Englishtown aquifer.

The closely matched simulated and interpreted poten-
tiometric surfaces for the Wenonah-Mount Laurel aqui-
fer (A5) are shown in figure 34. Only minor differences
are seen. The local ground-water highs or lows based on
a single data point may be incorrect on the interpreted
potentiometric surface map or may not be large enough
in relation to the cell size to be simulated. Generally, the
simulated prepumping flow patterns in the Wenonah-
Mount Laurel aquifer are similar to those in the English-
town aquifer (A4) (fig. 33). Ground-water altitudes are
high near the outcrop in Monmouth and Camden Coun-
ties and low near the outcrop in Burlington and Salem
Counties and in most of the southeastern Coastal Plain
and along the Atlantic Coast.

The simulated and interpreted prepumping potentio-
metric surfaces for the Vincentown aquifer (A6) are
shown in figure 35. Generally, the simulated potentio-
metric surface for the Vincentown aquifer (A6) is similar
to the potentiometric surface for the underlying areas of
Wenonah-Mount Laurel aquifer (A5) (fig. 34), as water-
level differences between these aquifers are less than 5
feet, except at the Atlantic Coast in Monmouth County.
The simulated water levels for the Vincentown aquifer
approximate the measured water levels only generally.
Most of the localized areas of high or low ground-water
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TaBLE 8.—Range of transmissivity and confining-unit vertical
leakance used in the calibrated model

Transmissivity

nit Aquifer (fe;z rsgt;;r)'ed
Al Lower Potomac-Raritan-Magothy 860-10,400
A2 Middle Potomac-Raritan-Magothy 600-23,000
A3 Upper Potomac-Raritan-Magothy 300-12,100
A4  Englishtown 70~ 4,400
A5 Wenonah-Mount Laurel 60- 1,400
A6 Vincentown 860- 3,500
A7 Piney Point 170- 5,200
A8 Lower Kirkwood-Cohansey 860-10,000
and confined Kirkwood. 860-13,000
A9 Upper Kirkwood-Cohansey 270-11,700
A10 Holly Beach 5,200- 7,800

Vertical
e Confining unit iors ';Z?"iay

per foot)
2x107°-4x107*

Cl1  Between the lower and middle
Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers.

C2  Between the middle and upper
Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers.

C3  Merchantville-Woodbury

C4  Marshalltown-Wenonah

C5 Navesink-Hornerstown

C6  Vincentown-Manasquan

C7 Basal Kirkwood

C8  Overlying the Rio Grande water-
bearing zone.

C9 Estuarine clay

3x1078-5x1072

2x1078-3x107?
1x107"-6x107!
2x1078-5x107!
5x107°-5x107?
7x10784x1072
3x1078-1x1078

2x1077-5x1071

(1979), and regional differences are probably the result of
differences in definition of the middle aquifer and differ-
ent boundary conditions.

Transmissivity of the upper Potomac-Raritan-
Magothy aquifer (A3) is shown in figure 57 and ranges
from 300 to 12,100 ft%/d (table 8). The lowest transmis-
sivity is beneath the Delaware River in northern Salem
County. Relatively low transmissivity, less than 3,000
ft?/d, is in areas near the outcrop where the aquifer thins
and in downdip areas in Cumberland, Atlantic, Cape
May, southern Burlington, and southern Ocean Coun-
ties. The highest transmissivity is offshore of Monmouth
County. Relatively high transmissivity, greater than
10,000 ft%d, is along the shore of Monmouth County, in
northern Camden, northern Gloucester, and eastern
Monmouth Counties. Unlike the lower and middle
Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers (Al and A2), lateral
changes in transmissivity of the upper aquifer are partly
related to changes in aquifer thickness. The thickest part
of the aquifer, near the shore of Monmouth County, also
has the highest transmissivity.

Transmissivity of the Englishtown aquifer (A4) is
shown in figure 58 and ranges from 70 to 4,400 ft?d (table
8). The highest transmissivity is in Monmouth County,
where the aquifer is thickest. The lowest transmissivity
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is in updip and downdip areas where the aquifer thins
near its limit. In general, lateral changes in transmissiv-
ity reflect changes in aquifer thickness. Transmissivity
shown in figure 58 for Ocean and Burlington Counties is
generally similar to that used by Nichols (1977a, p. 26) to
simulate flow in the Englishtown aquifer. However, in
northeastern Monmouth County, transmissivity is about
two times higher than that used by Nichols (1977a,
p- 26).

Transmissivity of the Wenonah-Mount Laurel aquifer
(A5), shown in figure 59, ranges from 60 to 1,400 ft%d
(table 8) and is generally lower than all the other Coastal
Plain aquifers. There is little lateral variability, and
1,000 ft¥/d is a representative average for the aquifer.
Calibrated transmissivity estimates fall approximately
within the range of transmissivity estimated by Nemic-
kas (1976, p. 39). Lateral changes in transmissivity
generally result from changes in aquifer thickness, and
the highest transmissivity is in Salem, central Camden,
and central Burlington Counties, where the aquifer is
thickest.

Transmissivity of the Vincentown aquifer (A6) is
shown in figure 60 and ranges from 860 to 3,500 ft%d
(table 8). Lateral changes in transmissivity result from
changes in aquifer thickness. Highest transmissivity
values are very localized in Salem and Monmouth Coun-
ties. Lowest transmissivity is in Gloucester and northern
Salem Counties. Final transmissivity estimates used in
the model are the same as the initial estimates based on
an average hydraulic conductivity (table 5).

Transmissivity of the Piney Point aquifer (A7) is
shown in figure 61 and ranges from 170 to 5,200 ft%d
(table 8). The areas of transmissivity greater than 2,000
ft%/d are mostly in Burlington, Ocean, Cumberland, and
Cape May Counties where the aquifer is thickest. Trans-
missivity is relatively low, less than 1,000 ft%d, in
Atlantic, southern Camden, and southern Gloucester
Counties.

Transmissivity of the confined Kirkwood aquifer (the
downdip part of A8) is shown in figure 62 and ranges
from about 860 to 13,000 ft%/d (table 8). General-
ly, transmissivity is about 5,000 to 6,000 ft?d with
local areas of higher transmissivity. Areas of highest
transmissivity, greater than 10,000 ft%d, are along the
coast southwest of Atlantic City. Low transmissivities,
less than 4,000 ft?d, are along the updip limit of the
confined Kirkwood aquifer. Although there are no data
to suggest either low hydraulic conductivity or that the
unit is relatively thin in this area, low transmissivity was
needed to simulate the cone of depression at Atlantic
City. Water levels along the coast were simulated by
decreasing the amount of flow from the updip unconfined
part of model unit A8 by decreasing transmissivity.
Decreasing flow through the overlying confining unit C8
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by decreasing vertical leakance did not improve the
calibration. The lower parts of the unconfined Kirkwood-
Cohansey aquifer and the confined Kirkwood aquifer are
assumed to be part of the same model unit (A8) and have
a direct lateral hydraulic connection. However, more
geohydrologic and geophysical data are needed to refine
the aquifer characteristics in this area.

Transmissivity of the lower Kirkwood-Cohansey aqui-
fer, the updip part of model unit A8, is shown in figure 62
and ranges from 860 to 10,000 ft%d (table 8). Transmis-
sivity is lowest (less than 4,000 ft%/d) where the aquifer
thins near its outcrop area. Downdip, transmissivity is
generally greater than 7,000 ft?/d. The highest transmis-
sivity (greater than 10,000 ft%d) is in central Burlington
and central Ocean Counties.

Transmissivity of the upper Kirkwood-Cohansey aqui-
fer (A9) is shown in figure 63 and ranges from 270 to
11,700 ft?/d (table 8). Transmissivity is lowest (less than
6,000 ft%d) in updip areas where the aquifer thins.
Highest transmissivity (greater than 10,000 ftd) is
along the coast in Cape May, Atlantic, and southern
Ocean Counties. The confined part of the upper
Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer in southern Cape May
County has transmissivity ranging from 8,000 to 11,700
ft?/d. Transmissivity for the unconfined Kirkwood-
Cohansey aquifer system, represented by the combined
lower and upper Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifers (A8 and
A9) in the model, is highest (about 14,000 to 18,000 ft%/d)
where the aquifer system is thickest in central Cumber-
land, northern Atlantic, central Burlington, and central
Ocean Counties.

Transmissivity of the Holly Beach aquifer (A10) is
shown in figure 64 and ranges from 5,200 ft*d to 7,800
ft?/d (table 8). Final estimates of transmissivity are the
same as the initial estimates based on hydraulic conduc-
tivities determined from specific-capacity tests (table 5).

VERTICAL LEAKANCE OF CONFINING UNITS

Vertical leakance used in the calibrated model for each
of the confining units is shown in figures 65 to 73 and
summarized in table 8. Leakance, when multiplied by
confining-unit thicknesses, gives the vertical hydraulic
conductivity of the unit. The vertical hydraulic conduc-
tivity of the confining units is of the same order of
magnitude reported by Luzier (1980, p. 29), Nemickas
(1976, p. 37), Nichols (1977a, p. 76), and Farlekas (1979,
p. 36); however, the lateral distribution is somewhat
different from that reported by those investigators.

Lateral variability of vertical leakance reflects vari-
ability in vertical hydraulic conductivity and confining-
unit thickness. Highest leakance is in updip areas, at and
near the outcrops, where confining units are thinnest. In
other areas, however, lateral changes in vertical hydrau-
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lic conductivity, which varies several orders of magni-
tude within a confining unit, tend to minimize the effects
on leakance by changes in thickness, which varies about
one order of magnitude.

Generally, leakance varies laterally in the updip areas
of the confining units. Lateral changes in leakance in
updip areas are local, whereas lateral changes in downdip
areas are over large areas. Although the leakance values
shown in figures 65 to 73 represent the regional trans-
mitting properties of the confining units, the simulated
lateral variability of leakance within the units is affected
by the distribution of measured water levels used in
calibration and by model sensitivity to leakance. Meas-
ured water levels are more abundant in shallow updip
areas, and calibration on a more local scale is possible. In
downdip areas, measured water levels are fewer and
only a more regional calibration is possible. Also, simu-
lated water levels in downdip areas are much less
sensitive to local changes in leakance. Therefore, leak-
ance distributions with high variability in downdip areas
were not considered during the calibration process.
Although the regional vertical leakance of the confining
units has been adequately simulated, the leakance values
may not be locally representative in downdip areas.

The Merchantville-Woodbury confining unit (C3) and
the Vincentown-Manasquan confining unit (C6) have
relatively low leakance values, less than 1x10~ feet per
day per foot ((ft/d)/ft), nearshore and offshore of south-
ern Monmouth and northern Ocean Counties (figs. 67
and 70). Downdip areas of most of the confining units
have leakances of about 1x107% to 1x107% (ft/d)/ft.
The Merchantville-Woodbury, Marshalltown-Wenonah,
Navesink-Hornerstown, and Vincentown-Manasquan
confining units (C3, C4, C5, and C6) have leakances
in downdip areas to the northeast that are at least an
order of magnitude lower than leakances in downdip
areas to the southwest (figs. 67-70). However, the basal
Kirkwood confining unit (C7) has leakances in downdip
areas to the northeast that are at least an order of
magnitude higher than leakances in downdip areas to the
southwest (fig. 71). The confining unit between the lower
and middle Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers (C1) and
the Marshalltown-Wenonah confining unit (C4) have
relatively high leakances in some downdip areas com-
pared to other confining units. The confining unit
between the lower and middle Potomac-Raritan-
Magothy aquifers (C1) has leakance between 1x10~ and
1x10~* (ft/d)/ft throughout most of its downdip extent
(fig. 65). The high leakance is consistent with the hydro-
geologic framework described by Zapecza (1984, p. 12).
He states that the lower and middle aquifers of the
Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer system are largely
interbedded sands, silts, and clays in downdip areas and
cannot be distinguished from each other. High leakance























































































SIMULATION OF GROUND-WATER FLOW

levels from the sensitivity simulation are compared to
water levels from the calibration simulation. If a small
change in a specified hydraulic characteristic produces
large changes in water levels, the model is useful in
refining initial estimates of that characteristic. Con-
versely, if a large change in a specified hydraulic char-
acteristic produces very little water-level difference, the
flow model is not effective for estimating that character-
istic. Consequently, sensitivity simulations are also use-
ful for identifying types of data needed to improve the
simulation of flow within the aquifer system.

Evaluating model assumptions by sensitivity analysis
is limited in several ways. Sensitivity analyses can be
made only on a limited number of characteristics and
areas, and therefore only a small percentage of the
factors affecting flow in an area can be tested. Also, the
results of model calibration are not unique, and a differ-
ent combination of aquifer and confining-unit character-
istics could have resulted in model calibration. Sensi-
tivity analyses on different calibrated model data
may result in different conclusions. However, within
these limitations, the following sensitivity analyses pro-
vide a means for evaluating the simulation results and
assumptions.

TRANSMISSIVITY AND VERTICAL LEAKANCE OF THE
CONFINING UNITS

Sensitivity analyses of transmissivity and vertical
leakance of the confining units were made for the area
along the Delaware River and areas near the center of
the large cones of depression in the three Potomac-
Raritan-Magothy aquifers (Al, A2, and A3) and the
confined Kirkwood aquifer (A8). The areas near the
center of the large cones were chosen because they are
areas with high withdrawal rates and have a large
amount of information on water levels; therefore, these
areas of the model were better calibrated than other
areas. The area along the Delaware River was chosen
because it is an outcrop area near an area with high
withdrawal rates.

Four simulations were made with transmissivity and
leakance changes as listed in table 9 for the area of the
cone of depression centered in Camden County. The
model area and results of these sensitivity simulations
are also summarized in table 9 (simulations 1 to 4). These
simulations show that large changes in transmissivity
and large increases in the leakance of the overlying and
intervening confining units near the center of the cone of
depression in Camden County have a significant effect on
simulated water levels. These large effects on water
levels indicate that additional data on these hydraulic
characteristics in the areas of the cones of depression will
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increase the accuracy of the model results. Decreases in
vertical leakance of the Merchantville-Woodbury confin-
ing unit (C3) produced very little water-level change;
therefore, lower estimates of leakance based on addi-
tional data in this area would not improve the accuracy of
the model results.

Four sensitivity simulations were made by varying the
transmissivity and vertical leakance of the sediments
along the Delaware River. The data changes, model
area, and results of these sensitivity simulations are
given in table 9 (simulations 5 to 8). These simulations
show that the rate of flow induced from the Delaware
River is controlled more by vertical leakance of the
confining units than by the transmissivity of the aquifers
along the river. Although the simulated outerop areas
provide regional recharge to the ground-water flow
system, the large cell size prevents accurate simulation
of water levels in aquifer outerop areas. Results and
conclusions relating specifically to aquifer outcrop areas
must be used cautiously and are useful as guidelines for
more detailed studies in these areas.

Four sensitivity analyses were also made for the area
near the center of the large cone of depression in Atlantic
County, varying transmissivity and leakance. The data
changes, model area, and results of these sensitivity
simulations are given in table 9 (simulations 9 to 12).
These simulations show that, like the water levels in the
Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers (A1, A2, and A3),
simulated water levels in the confined Kirkwood aquifer
(A8) are greatly affected by large changes in transmis-
sivity or in leakance of the overlying confining unit.
Therefore, the accuracy of the model results would be
improved by additional data on these hydraulic charac-
teristics in this area. Some change in transmissivity or
leakance could be made in the calibrated model to
produce more acceptable simulated water levels, but
these changes would have to be much smaller than the
range of values tested in these sensitivity analyses.

Two additional sensitivity simulations were made of
the transmissivity of the confined Kirkwood aquifer (A8)
(simulations 13 and 14, table 9). The water-level changes
in these sensitivity simulations are not large; however,
the simulations show that horizontal flow through only a
one- or two-cell width along the updip limit of the
confined Kirkwood aquifer significantly affects water
levels near Atlantic City. The hydraulic connection
between the unconfined lower Kirkwood-Cohansey aqui-
fer and the confined Kirkwood aquifer is not well defined
(Zapecza, 1984, p. 29). Therefore, additional data on the
hydraulic characteristics between the unconfined lower
Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer and the confined Kirkwood
aquifer will improve model results near the center of the
cone.
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TABLE 9.— Results of sensitivity analyses on transmissivity and confining-unit leakance

Model unit: Al, lower Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer AT, Piney Point aquifer
A2, middle Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer A8, lower Kirkwood-Cohansey and confined Kirkwood aquifers
A3, upper Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer A9, upper Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer
A4, Englishtown aquifer A10, Holly Branch
A5, Wenonah-Mount Laurel aquifer Nodes: Location shown on figure 25

A6, Vincentown aquifer

Nodes i
Simulation Nl[;;:iitel m Ger:s;gle(iiszsl%;ﬁegfg:::ge Resulting water-level changes for January 1, 1978
1 Al, A2, 5-10 18-25 100 percent increase in transmissivity Cone of depression is about 15 ft shallower in Al
and A3 in the confined Potomac-Raritan- and A2 and 30 ft shallower in A3.
Magothy aquifers and in Camden,
Gloucester, and Burlington Counties.
2 Same as above, but a 50-percent Cone of depression is about 20 ft deeper in Al and
decrease. A2 and 30 ft deeper in A3. Less than 5-ft water-
level decline in downdip areas of Al and A2.
3 C3 5-10 1825 An order-of-magnitude increase in Cone of depression is about 15 ft shallower in Al
leakance of the Merchantville- and A2 and 30 ft shallower in A3. Ground-water
Woodbury confining unit in Camden, high above cone in A4 is about 20 ft lower, 40 ft
Gloucester, and Burlington Counties. lower locally. Similar ground-water highs in A5 and
A6 are about 10 ft lower.
4 Same as above, but an order-of- Cone of depression is about 5 ft deeper in Al and
magnitude decrease. A2 and 10 ft deeper in A3. Ground-water high in
A4 is about 15 ft higher. Less than 5-ft water-level
decline in downdip areas of Al, A2, and A3.
5 Al, A2, 24 18-25 100-percent increase in transmissivity Cone of depression is about 10 ft shallower in Al,
and A3 in the Potomac-Raritan-Magothy A2, and A3. Water levels near the Delaware River
aquifers near the Delaware River in  are about 10 ft higher in Al.
Camden and Burlington Counties.
6 Same as above except a 50-percent Cone of depression is about 10 ft deeper and heads
decrease. near the Delaware River are up to 20 ft lower in
Al, A2 and A3. Water levels in Salem County are
about 10 ft lower.
7 C1, C2, 24 18-25 An order-of-magnitude increase in Cone of depression is about 30 ft shallower in Al,
and C3 leakance in the confining units above A2, and A3. Water levels are 5 ft higher in down-

the Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aqui-
fers along their outerops 1n Camden,
Gloucester, and Burlington Counties.

8 Same as above, but an order-of-
magnitude decrease.

9 A8 16-27"  2-50' 100-percent increase in transmissiv-
ity in the confined Kirkwood aquifer
in Atlantie, Cape May, and Ocean

Counties.

10 Same as above, but a 50-percent
decrease.

11 Cs8 16-27"  2-50' An order-of-magnitude increase in

leakance in the confining unit over-
lying the Rio-Grande water-bearing
zone in Atlantic, Cape May, and
Ocean Counties.

12 Same as above, but an order-of-
magnitude decrease.

13 A8 16-19 11-362 100-percent increase in transmissivity
in A8 along the updip limit of the
confined Kirkwood aquifer.

14 Same as above, but a 67-percent
decrease.

dip areas of A1, A2, and A3.

Cone of depression is about 80 ft deeper in Al, 70
ft deeper in A2, and 40 ft deeper in A3. Water lev-
els near the Delaware River are up to 100 ft lower
in Al and 70 ft lower in A2 and A3. Water levels
declined 15-20 ft in downdip areas, 10 ft in western
Salem County, and about 5 ft or less near Raritan
Bay. Local 20-ft water-level declines in A4.

Cone of depression is about 30 ft shallower near
the center in A8. Water levels near the offshore
boundary are 5 ft higher in A8 and 10 ft higher in
AT

Cone of depression is about 50 ft deeper near the
center in A8. Water levels near the offshore bound-
ary are about 10 ft lower in A7,

Cone of depression is about 35 ft shallower near the
center in A8. Water levels near the offshore bound-
ary are 10 ft higher in A7 and AS8.

Cone of depression is about 20 ft deeper near the
center in A8. Water levels near the offshore bound-
ary are 20 ft lower in A8 and 10 ft lower in AT7.

Cone of depression is about 10 ft shallower near the
center in A8 and water levels near the offshore
boundary in A7 and A8 are 5 ft higher.

Cone of depression is about 15 ft deeper near the
center in A8 and water levels near the offshore
boundary in A7 and A8 are 5 ft lower.

! Only those areas where A8 is confined.
2 Only those areas near the updip limit of unit A8.
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AQUIFER STORAGE

Simulated water levels were tested for sensitivity to
changes in the storage coefficient of the confined aqui-
fers. Decreasing the storage coefficient two orders of
magnitude everywhere in all confined aquifers changed
the 1978 simulated water levels generally less than 5
feet. Increasing the storage coefficient two orders of
magnitude for all confined aquifers significantly changed
simulated water levels in the large cones of depression in
the Englishtown and Wenonah-Mount Laurel aquifers
(A4 and A5) in Ocean and Monmouth Counties. Simu-
lated water levels in 1978 were about 50 feet higher in
this area for each order of magnitude increase in the
storage coefficient. Simulated water levels increased
about 10 feet for every order of magnitude increase in
storage in other major cones of depression, including
cones in the three Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers
(A1, A2, and A3) near Camden, in the confined Kirkwood
aquifer (A8) near Atlantic City, and in the middle aquifer
of Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer system (A2) in
Middlesex County.

Most of the aquifer-test results shown in table 3 are
within an order of magnitude of the storage coefficient
used in the calibrated model. The sensitivity simulations
indicate that the storage coefficients used in the cali-
brated model are reasonable, because simulated water
levels are not sensitive to decreases in the storage
coefficient and increases of one and two orders of mag-
nitude give storage coefficients that are close to storage
coefficients of unconfined aquifers.

DOWNDIP BOUNDARIES

Simulated water levels were tested for sensitivity to
the position of the southeast downdip boundaries of
several aquifers. In the Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aqui-
fers (A1, A2, And A3), the downdip boundary is the
idealized interface between the freshwater and saltwater
flow systems at the estimated occurrence of 10,000 mg/L
chloride concentrations. Several simulations were made
with the interface moved to various distances further
offshore. The interface was not moved to a closer onshore
position because there is no evidence to indicate that
10,000 mg/L chloride concentrations exist further north-
west than initially estimated. Simulated water levels
were not sensitive to moving the interface boundary
seaward. In the sensitivity simulation with the boundary
moved as far offshore as possible in the model, the
interface was about 50 miles seaward from the boundary
used in the calibrated model for the middle and upper
Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer system (A2 and A3)
and 75 to 100 miles seaward from the boundary in the
calibrated model in the lower Potomac-Raritan-Magothy
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aquifer (Al). In this simulation, simulated 1978 water
levels changed less than 5 feet in all aquifers.

Simulated water levels were also tested for sensitivity
to the estimated downdip extent of several aquifers that
thin or become silty. The downdip extent of the Piney
Point (A7) and the Wenonah-Mount Laurel (A5) aquifers
was extended about 50 miles farther downdip, and
simulated water levels changed less than 5 feet. Water
levels in the Englishtown aquifer (A4) are most sensitive
to the position of the aquifer’s downdip extent. Extend-
ing the aquifer’s downdip boundary 40 to 75 miles from
that used in the calibrated model changed simulated
water levels 30 to 50 feet near the center of the large
cone of depression in Monmouth and Ocean Counties.
Simulated water levels northwest of the cone changed
less than 5 feet, offshore water levels and water levels to
the south changed about 10 feet. Extending the aquifer’s
downdip extent 10 to 50 miles changed simulated water
levels 10 to 20 feet near the center of the cone of
depression. During calibration, water levels near the
center of the cone of depression were also sensitive to the
estimated limit of the upper sand unit of the Englishtown
aquifer system. Although model unit A4 represents both
the upper and lower sand units, the upper sand unit is
not present downdip and offshore of Ocean and southern
Monmouth Counties, and low transmissivity (less than
500 ft?/d) in this area represents only the lower aquifer
(fig. 58). In the calibrated model, the limit of the upper
aquifer and the low transmissivities are estimated to be
about 5 miles offshore. Moving the limit 3 to 8 miles
farther offshore changed simulated water levels in the
cone of depression several tens of feet.

These simulations suggest that the estimated position
of the freshwater-saltwater interface boundary does not
significantly affect simulated water levels and does not
seriously limit model results. The estimated downdip
extent of the Piney Point (A7) and Wenonah-Mount
Laurel (A5) aquifers also does not significantly affect
simulated water levels. However, water levels in the
Englishtown aquifer (A4) are sensitive to the estimated
downdip limit of the aquifer and the downdip limit of
upper sand unit offshore of Ocean and Monmouth Coun-
ties. Therefore, the accuracy of model results near the
cone of depression in Monmouth and Ocean Counties
depends on the accuracy of the location of the downdip
limit of the Englishtown aquifer.

BOUNDARY FLOWS

Simulated water levels were tested for sensitivity to
the amount of flow used to simulate lateral boundary
conditions for the aquifers along the southwest, south-
east, and northeast beundaries. Total boundary flows
used in the calibrated model for each pumping period are
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TaBLe 10.—Boundary flows for prepumping conditions and for
January 1, 1978, for each aquifer

A1, lower Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer

A2, middle Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer

A3, upper Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer

A4, Englishtown aquifer

A5, Wenonah-Mount Laurel aquifer

A8, Vincentown aquifer

A7, Piney Point aquifer

A8, lower Kirkwood-Cohansey and confined Kirkwood aquifer

Model unit:

A9, upper Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer
A10, Holly Beach
Boundary flows: Positive flows are into model area, negative flows are out of
model area.

Boundary flows (million gallons per day)

Model Prepumping January 1, 1978
unit South-  South-  North-  South-  South-  North-
western  eastern eastern  western  eastern eastern
boundary boundary boundary boundary boundary boundary
Al 0.850 — —-0.106  0.351 - 0.060
A2 .426 — —-1.431 1477 — 947
A3 .106 - -3.3719 -.040 — 1.613
A4 .048 - —.409 .013 — .276
A5 118 — —-.067 .035 — .039
A6 .153 — —.051 072 — .016
AT .035 — — —1.202 — —
A8 .093 —0.065 —.246 065 0.371 -—.134
A9 -.811 101 —.093 1.112 244 —.095
A10 - — - - - -
Total 1.018 .036 —5.782 1.883 .615 2.722

given in table 7. Boundary flows for each boundary in the
prepumping simulation and in pumping period 8
(1973-78) of the transient simulation are shown in table
10. Three sensitivity simulations were made with (1) no
boundary flows, (2) 2 times the boundary flows used in
the calibrated model, and (3) 10 times the boundary flows
used in the calibrated model. The results of the sensitiv-
ity simulations are shown in table 11.

Interpretation of these sensitivity simulations is lim-
ited by the relation of the boundary flows to the aquifer
and confining-unit hydraulic characteristics near the
boundaries. The amount of lateral flow at a boundary is
calculated from the transmissivity and hydraulic gradi-
ents. The hydraulic gradients, however, are dependent
on the confining-unit properties, which control vertical
leakage, and the transmissivity. Changing only the flow
at the boundaries, as was done in the sensitivity simula-
tions, makes the boundary flows incompatible with trans-
missivity and vertical leakance at the boundaries. That
is, lateral boundary flows that differ from those used in
the calibrated model are not probable without also
having different aquifer and confining-unit characteris-
tics near the boundaries. The simulations described in
this section do not show the sensitivity of simulated
water levels to conditions at the flow boundaries. How-
ever, the simulations show the general significance of
boundary flows to water levels within the New Jersey
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Coastal Plain aquifers, assuming the transmissivity and
vertical-leakance values are those of the calibrated
model.

The results of the three sensitivity simulations indicate
that simulated water levels for most of the modeled
aquifers are not significantly affected by large changes in
boundary flows. Also, the amount of lateral flow at the
boundaries has a minimal effect on estimates of trans-
missivity and leakance derived from model calibration.
Large water-levels changes are generally near the
boundaries and are not significant 5 to 10 miles away
from the boundaries. Simulated water levels are most
sensitive to boundary flows along the southwest model
boundary between Delaware and New Jersey, in the
three Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers (A1, A2, A3),
the Piney Point aquifer (A7), and the two Kirkwood-
Cohansey aquifers (A8 and A9). However, simulated
water levels are affected very little, generally less than
10 feet, for changes in flow up to 100 percent along the
northeast boundary.

As an estimate of actual flows at the boundaries, the
flows used in the model may be in error by as much as 100
percent locally. However, boundary flows are probably
not in error by this much everywhere along the bound-
aries. Boundary flows are relatively small compared to
withdrawals (less than 3 percent) and generally have
only a small (less than 10 feet) effect on simulated water
levels. Therefore, the lateral boundary flows used in the
calibrated model are reasonable regional estimates of the
flow.

CONFINING-UNIT STORAGE

Three sensitivity simulations were made to determine
the effects of confining-unit storage on simulated water
levels. No confining-unit storage had been used in the
calibrated model. Specific storages of 6x107°/ft,
6x1075%/ft, and 6x10”*ft for the confining units cause
extreme changes in 1978 simulated water levels. In the
simulation with a confining-unit specific storage of
6x 10~ */ft, water levels are 150 to 200 feet higher at the
large cone of depression in Monmouth and Ocean Coun-
ties in the Englishtown and Wenonah-Mount Laurel
aquifers (A4 and A5). Water levels for this simulation
were 20 to 80 feet higher near the large cone of depres-
sion in Camden County in the three Potomac-Raritan-
Magothy aquifers (Al, A2, and A3). In the simulation
with a confining-unit specific storage of 6x 10~ %/ft, water
levels in the Englishtown and Wenonah-Mount Laurel
aquifers are 75 to 130 feet higher in Monmouth and Ocean
Counties. Water levels in the Potomac-Raritan-Magothy
aquifers are 10 to 40 feet higher in Camden County.
Model calibration would not be possible using these
values of confining-unit specific storage, as model trans-
missivity and confining-unit leakance would have to be
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TaBLE 11.—Results of boundary-flow sensitivity analysis

Simulation 1: No boundary flows in any unit.

A5, Wenonah-Mount Laurel aquifer

Simulation 2: Two times the boundary flows used in calibration for each unit.
Simulation 3: Ten times the boundary flows used in calibration for each unit.

Model unit:

Al, lower Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer
A2 middle Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer
A3, upper Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer
A4, Englishtown aquifer

A6, Vincentown aquifer
A7, Piney Point aquifer
A8, lower Kirkwood-Cohansey and confined Kirkwood aquifer
A9, upper Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer
A10, Holly Beach

Resulting water-level changes for January 1, 1978

quel Simulation Southwest Southeast Northeast Other areas
unit number boundary boundary boundary
Al 1 10-25 ft lower, 5 ft lower to - —
200 ft lower locally. 15 ft higher.
2 5-10 ft higher 0-5 ft higher - -
3 20-90 ft higher, 5 ft lower to 5 ft lower Cone of depression in Camden County, 10 ft
180 ft higher locally. 90 ft higher. shallower.
A2 1 10-15 ft lower 0-15 ft higher - Cone of depression in Middlesex and Monmouth
Counties, 5 ft shallower.
2 5-15 ft higher 0-15 ft higher — Same area as above, 5 ft shallower.
3 20-140 ft higher 15 ft lower to  5-15 ft higher Same area as above, 5-10 ft shallower. Cone of
140 ft higher. depression in Camden County, 5 ft shallower.
A3 1 0-5 ft lower — 0-5 ft higher —
2 10 ft higher 5 ft lower to  0-15 ft higher —
10 ft higher.
3 35-75 ft higher 15 ft lower to  15-35 ft higher Cone of depression in Camden County, 5-10 ft
35 ft higher. shallower. Cone of depression in Monmouth County,
5-10 ft shallower.
A4 1 - — 0-10 ft higher —
2 — — 5-10 ft higher —
3 10 ft higher 10-35 ft higher 1045 ft higher —
A5 1 — 0-15 ft higher 10 ft higher -
2 5 ft higher 5-10 higher — —
3 10-35 ft higher 5-25 ft higher 2540 ft higher —
A6 1 — — — —
2 - - - —
3 10 ft higher — — —
AT 1 — — — —
2 — — _ _
3 10-70 ft lower 5-10 ft higher — —
A8 1 10 ft lower 0-10 ft lower - —
2 10 ft higher 5-10 ft higher 5 ft higher —
3 40-110 higher 3040 ft higher 540 ft higher Cc_ilmilof depression in Atlantic County, 10 ft
shallower.
A9 1 5-15 ft lower 5 ft lower — Cone of depression in Cape May County, 5 ft deeper.
2 5-15 ft higher 5 ft higher 5 ft higher Same area as above, 5 ft shallower.
3 55-130 ft higher 10-55 ft higher 0-40 ft higher Same area as above, 30 ft shallower.

unreasonably low. These sensitivity simulations show
that confining-unit specific storages of 6.0x10™%/ft and
6.0x10~%/ft are probably higher than the specific storage
of the New Jersey Coastal Plain confining units.

In the simulation with a confining-unit storage of
6x10~%/ft, water-level changes are much less than in the
other two simulations. The greatest increase in water
levels occurs in the Englishtown and Wenonah-Mount
Laurel aquifers (A4 and A5). In these aquifers, 1978
water levels near the center of the cone of depression in
Monmouth and Ocean Counties are 25 to 50 feet higher.
Water levels in downdip areas of these aquifers are 10 to
60 feet higher than those of the calibration simulation. In
all other aquifers, water levels near the center of the

cones of depression are less than 10 feet higher, and
water levels in downdip areas are 5 to 25 feet higher.
The results of this simulation suggest that calibration
of the New Jersey RASA model would be possible with
a confining-unit storage value of 6x107/ft or less and
somewhat lower values of aquifer storage, transmissiv-
ity, or confining-unit leakance. The calibration simula-
tion with no confining-unit storage simulates only steady
leakage through the confining units. Although actual
transient leakage from the confining units is not directly
simulated in the calibrated model, the release of water
from confining units is probably indirectly simulated in
the release of water from aquifer storage. To better
simulate the release of water from storage from aquifers
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and confining units, aquifer storage should be based on
actual aquifer thickness and an estimate of aquifer spe-
cific storage rather than a constant storage coefficient as
was used for most of the aquifers in the calibrated model.

Present data on confining-unit specific storage are
very limited. An estimate of specific storage of 3x10 ¢ to
6x10"%ft for the confining sediments overlying the
Piney Point aquifer in Delaware was derived from an
aquifer-test analysis by Leahy (1976, p. 22). Estimates of
land subsidence near Atlantic City in Atlantic County are
about 0.06 in/yr based on subsidence measurements at a
monitoring station by the U.S. Geological Survey (P.P.
Leahy, oral commun., 1985). This subsidence is attrib-
uted primarily to inelastie compaction of the confining
units in the upper part of the Coastal Plain resulting from
declining water levels. Elastic specific storage estimated
from subsidence data is about 1.3x107 %/t for the basal
Kirkwood confining unit (C7) (P.P. Leahy, oral com-
mun., 1985), and the relatively small amount of subsid-
ence suggests that inelastic confining-unit specific stor-
age within the Coastal Plain is also relatively low.
However, subsidence data have been collected for a
relatively short period of time, sinee 1980, and are only
from sediments in the upper part of the Coastal Plain.
Not enough data are available to justify including
confining-unit specific storage in the calibration simula-
tion of the RASA model.

ADDITIONAL EVALUATION OF FLOW AND BOUNDARY
CONDITIONS

TRANSIENT-FLOW CONDITIONS

The rate at which water levels change in response to
changes in withdrawals and the time it takes for steady-
state conditions to be reached after a change in with-
drawals are important aspects of the transient-flow
conditions within the New Jersey Coastal Plain aquifers.
Two simulations were made to analyze these aspects by
simulating the effects of (1) continued withdrawals from
1981 to 2011 at the 1978-80 withdrawal rate and (2) no
withdrawals after 1980. The second simulation is based
on the additional assumption (to those discussed previ-
ously) that the aquifers are totally elastic. Both simula-
tions had simulated January 1, 1981, water levels (pump-
ing period 9) as initial conditions.

In the first simulation, with continued withdrawals,
water levels declined very little, less than 5 feet, in the
upper aquifers (the Vincentown to the upper Kirkwood-
Cohansey aquifers, A6 to A9) and near the center of the
major cones of depressions. However, water levels
farther from the major cones declined as much as 25 feet.
In the three Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers (Al,
A2, and A3), the center of the large cone of depression in
central Camden County declined less than 2 feet after
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1980 with continued withdrawals at the 1978-80 rate.
Similarly, water levels in the cone of depression in
Middlesex and Monmouth Counties in the middle
Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer also declined less
than 2 feet. Water levels in downdip areas of the three
Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers near the northeast
model boundary declined between 18 and 25 feet by the
end of the simulation. Water levels in downdip areas near
the southwest boundary declined less than 5 feet. In the
Englishtown and Wenonah-Mount Laurel aquifers (A4
and A5), water levels near the major cone of depression
in Monmouth and Ocean Counties declined 4 feet by the
end of the simulation, but water levels in downdip areas
near the northeast model boundary declined 17 feet.
Water levels in downdip areas near the southwest model
boundary declined only 6 feet in these aquifers. Water
levels in the two Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifers (A8 and
A9) declined less than 2 feet everywhere.

In general, the simulation of continued withdrawal at
the 1978-80 rate to 2011 showed that near the large cones
of depression, the flow system is very close to steady-
state conditions, and water levels in these areas would
change less than 5 feet if pumpage rates did not change.
However, in downdip areas farther from the major cones
of depression, water levels are under transient condi-
tions and water levels would decline as much 25 feet with
no change in pumpage rates. Also, in areas near the
major cones, if pumpage rates did not change, 50 percent
of the water-level decline would occur in 6 years and 75
percent would occur in 12 years. In areas away from the
major cones, 50 percent of the water-level decline would
occur in 8 years and 75 pereent of the cones would occur
in 16 years. This simulation also showed that after 10
years, changes in water levels would be less than 1 ft/yr
everywhere.

The second simulation simulated the effects of no
withdrawals after 1980. Generally, water levels near the
center of the major cones of depression react quickly to
changes in withdrawals compared to areas farther from
the cones. The Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers (Al,
A2, and A3) in central Camden County and the confined
Kirkwood aquifer (A8) in Atlantic County had simulated
drawdowns from prepumping conditions to 1981 of as
much as 100 feet. With no withdrawals after 1980,
simulated water levels recovered about 95 percent, or to
within about 5 feet of prepumping water levels, in 2
years. In the Englishtown and Wenonah-Mount Laurel
aquifers (A4 and A5) near the center of the large cone of
depression in Monmouth and Ocean Counties, draw-
downs were as much as 285 feet from prepumping
conditions to 1981. With no pumpage after 1980, simu-
lated water levels recovered about 95 percent, or to
within 14 feet of prepumping water levels, in 6 years. In
downdip areas near the southeast model boundary in the
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lower Coastal Plain aquifers (the lower Potomac-
Raritan-Magothy to the Wenonah-Mount Laurel aqui-
fers, Al to A5), drawdowns from prepumping conditions
to 1981 were from 40 to 55 feet. With no pumpage after
1980, water levels recovered 50 percent in 12 years and
75 percent in 16 years. Water levels in the upper
Potomac-Raritan-Magothy, Englishtown, and Wenonah-
Mount Laurel aquifers (A3, A4, and A5) continued to
decline for 2 years after 1980. In downdip areas of these
aquifers near the southwest boundary, drawdowns were
about 25 feet from prepumping conditions to 1981. With
no pumpage after 1980, water levels in the downdip areas
of these aquifers recovered about 75 percent in 12 years.

In general, the simulation with no pumpage after 1980
showed that, assuming the aquifers are totally elastic,
water levels near the major cones would recover quickly
in the absence of pumpage—95 percent in 2 to 6 years.
However, water levels farther from the cones would
recover more slowly—75 percent in 12 to 16 years. Also,
after about 26 years, water-level recovery would be less
than 1 ft/yr everywhere.

FLOW NEAR THE DOWNDIP BOUNDARY

In the steady-state prepumping flow system, areas of
upward discharge along the southeast boundary are
simulated in the upper Potomac-Raritan-Magothy,
Wenonah-Mount Laurel, Piney Point, confined Kirk-
wood, and upper Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifers (A3, A5,
A7, A8, and A9), and in small areas of the lower and
middle Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers (Al and A2)
and the Englishtown aquifer (A4) (figs. 75-80). The
lower and middle Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers
and the Englishtown aquifer have downward flow
through overlying confining units along most of the
southeastern interface boundary. In all of the above
aquifers, flows along this boundary are less than 0.01
in/yr and are smaller than the error in estimating these
flows using the calibrated model.

The downward direction of simulated flow to the lower
and middle Potomaec-Raritan-Magothy aquifers (A1 and
A2) may indicate that the conceptual model of generally
upward flow along the interface is too simplified. Pre-
pumping leakage from the overlying upper Potomac-
Raritan-Magothy aquifer (A3) flows updip within the
middle and lower Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers
and is discharged along the outcrop area near the Dela-
ware River. The amount of leakage, transmissivity of the
lower and middle Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers,
and the vertical leakance of the overlying confining units
caused the direction of flow in downdip areas to be lateral
along the interface boundary and updip rather than
upward through overlying confining units.
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After pumping began, the areas of upward flow along
the southeastern model boundary were affected by with-
drawals from the aquifers. Changes in the direction of
vertical flow along the southeastern boundary between
prepumping and 1978 flow conditions occur in the three
Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers, the Wenonah-
Mount Laurel aquifer, the confined Kirkwood aquifer,
and the upper Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer (Al, A2, A3,
A5, A8, and A9). Flow along the southeastern boundary
is downward in 1978 through the confining unit overlying
the Rio Grande water-bearing zone and the estuarine
clay confining unit (C8 and C9) overlying the Kirkwood-
Cohansey aquifers, although it is upward through the
basal Kirkwood confining unit (C7) overlying the Piney
Point aquifer. Flow through the Navesink-Hornerstown
confining unit (C5) overlying the Wenonah-Mount Laurel
aquifer is downward along the southeastern boundary
offshore of Ocean County (fig. 86). Flow through the
three confining units overlying the Potomac-Raritan-
Magothy aquifers (C1, C2, and C3) is downward along
the southeastern boundary offshore of Ocean County
(figs. 82-84).

The southeast boundaries of the three Potomac-
Raritan-Magothy aquifers (A1, A2, and A3) represent an
idealized freshwater-saltwater interface (figs. 3, 5, and
7). The southeast boundaries of the confined Kirkwood
and upper Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer (A8 and A9) are
flow boundaries at the downdip limit of the model, which
is several tens of miles updip from the assumed position
of the freshwater-saltwater interface in these aquifers
(figs. 17 and 19). Although the interface is assumed to be
an immovable no-flow surface, it is actually a transition
zone of chloride concentrations, the position of which is
affected by flow in both the saltwater and freshwater
flow systems. This transition zone is expected to move
landward as withdrawals change the flow system. Sim-
ulated drawdowns along the interface boundary from
prepumping conditions to 1978 are as follows: as much as
60 feet in the lower Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer,
45 feet in the middle Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer,
and 35 feet in the upper Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aqui-
fer. Simulated drawdowns from prepumping conditions
to 1978 along the southeast flow boundary are 20 feet in
the confined Kirkwood aquifer and 10 feet in the upper
Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer. Lateral hydraulic gradients
in these downdip areas are greatest, 1 ft/mi, in the
confined Kirkwood aquifer (AS8).

Simulated hydraulic gradients within the aquifers near
the interface boundary cannot be used to estimate move-
ment of the interface, although simulated changes in
hydraulic gradients indicate a potential for interface
movement. Any change in water level at the boundary or
change in gradients near the boundary creates the poten-
tial for interface movement. Even if the simulated flow
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direction within an aquifer near the interface is toward
the interface, if water levels or lateral gradients near the
interface have decreased from prepumping conditions,
the interface is under the potential to move updip. By
comparing transmissivity values, the amounts of draw-
downs, and changes in hydraulic gradients in each aqui-
fer, the lower Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer (Al)
and the confined Kirkwood aquifer (A8) have the great-
est potential for landward movement of the interface.

SOURCE OF WATER TO WELLS

The source of water to wells is analyzed below by using
ground-water budgets. The rates of horizontal and ver-
tical flow are determined for four major cones of depres-
sion in seven aquifers and the relative amounts of water
derived from aquifer storage, boundary flows, and flow
from constant-head nodes are summarized for each
pumping period and aquifer. The source of water to wells
in the major cones is the difference between prepumping
and January 1, 1978, flow rates into and out of the areas.
The source of water to wells in these areas is summarized
as decreases and increases in horizontal and vertical
outflow and inflow. As in other analyses, the budget
figures presented in this section are regional estimates
and may be useful as initial estimates of the source of
water to wells locally. However, the source of water to
wells for a small area in the Coastal Plain may be
significantly different than these regional estimates.

Flow near the centers of four major cones of depres-
sion in aquifers was quantified for prepumping and
January 1, 1978, (pumping period 8) conditions. The
cones of depression are in the Potomac-Raritan-Magothy
aquifers (A1, A2, and A3) in central Camden County, the
middle Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer (A2) in Mon-
mouth and Middlesex Counties, the Englishtown and
Wenonah-Mount Laurel aquifers (A4 and A5) in Mon-
mouth and Ocean Counties, and the confined Kirkwood
aquifer (A8) in Atlantic County. The areas for which
ground-water flow budgets were compiled are shown in
figure 25. These areas include a large percentage of local
withdrawals within relatively small areas as compared to
the areas of the cones of depression. The areas were
selected because the previously discussed analysis of
transient conditions indicated that simulated water lev-
els within these areas are near steady state.

The rate of water released from storage at a particular
time is not easily estimated from simulation results. The
rate of water being released from aquifer storage during
the last time step of any pumping period is much smaller
than the actual rate as illustrated by the very small
simulated water-level changes during the last time step
of many pumping periods (figs. 52-54). The average rate
of water released from storage during an entire pumping
period is a better estimate of the actual rate of water
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being released from storage at the end of a pumping
period. However, the average rate for a pumping period
increases the budget error between discharges and sour-
ces of water estimated at the end of a pumping period.

Ground-water flow budgets were calculated for areas
near the center of the major cones of depression, which
are close to steady-state conditions and where water
being released from aquifer storage is negligible. The
simulated release of water from aquifer storage at the
end of pumping period 8, January 1, 1978, is considered
insignificant and is not included in the following analysis
of source of water to wells for these selected areas.
Estimates of the actual rate of water released from
storage at January 1, 1978, based on the rate of water
released from storage during pumping period 8 (January
1, 1973, to January 1, 1978), are less than 2 percent of the
discharges from these areas. The following analysis
compares the relative significance of changes in the rates
of horizontal and vertical flows as a source of water to
wells in these areas. The importance of aquifer storage as
a source of water to wells is discussed for each aquifer
and pumping period later in this section.

The prepumping and January 1, 1978, horizontal and
vertical flow rates are shown in figures 88 to 91 for each
area. Under prepumping conditions, the major direction
of flow into the budget areas for the Potomac-Raritan-
Magothy aquifers (A1, A2, and A3) in central Camden
County was from above (fig. 88). A major direction of
outflow for these aquifers under prepumping conditions
was updip toward the outcrop areas to the northwest.
For the middle and upper Potomac-Raritan-Magothy
aquifers in the central Camden County area, another
major direction of outflow was downward. For the
middle Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer in Middlesex
and Monmouth Counties (fig. 89), the major direction of
inflow under prepumping conditions is from the south-
west, and the major direction of outflow is updip (north-
west) toward the outcrop. Unlike the Potomac-Raritan-
Magothy aquifers, the major direction of prepumping
flow into the Englishtown aquifer (A4), Wenonah-Mount
Laurel aquifer (A5), and the confined Kirkwood aquifer
(A8) is downdip from the northwest (figs. 90 and 91).

Flow rates for January 1, 1978, are much different
from prepumping flow rates for each of the areas. The
major outflows from the areas are withdrawals from
wells, except in the Wenonah-Mount Laurel aquifer (A5)
(fig. 90), in which vertical flow downward into the
Englishtown aquifer (A4) is the major outflow from the
budget area. The central Camden County area for the
middle Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer (A2) is the
only other budget area that has flow out of the area in
addition to withdrawals. In this area, there is also
vertical flow to the overlying and underlying aquifers.
Flow into each of the budget areas, except in the
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TaBLE 12.—Simulated source of water to wells for each pumping period

Amount of withdrawals from:

‘P)‘;r%liimg End date Withdrawals Storage Boundary flows Ocean and bays Streams (IVF ;:1(/);)1
Mgal/d Percent Mgal/id Percent Mgal/d Percent Mgal/d Percent
1 1-1-1921 26.4 0.8 3.0 0.0 0.0 1.1 4.2 24.6 93.2 0.1
2 1-1-1946 86.0 1.6 1.9 3 .3 3.1 .6 81.1 94.2 1
3 1-1-1953 150.8 5.8 3.8 9 .6 5.0 3.3 139.1 92.2 .0
4 1-1-1958 174.8 5.2 3.0 2.5 1.4 6.4 3.7 160.7 91.9 .0
5 1-1-1965 234.9 9.0 3.8 4.0 1.7 9.2 3.9 212.8 90.6 1
6 1-1-1968 274.0 13.3 4.9 6.0 2.2 10.3 3.8 244.4 89.2 .0
7 1-1-1973 325.6 11.3 3.5 7.9 24 13.0 4.0 293.5 90.1 1
8 1-1-1978 350.9 9.7 2.8 9.9 2.8 14.7 4.2 316.6 90.2 .0
9 1-1-1981 358.2 10.1 2.8 10.3 2.9 15.0 4.2 322.9 90.1 1

! Mgal/d: million gallons per day.

TaBLE 13.—Simulated rate of water released from aquifer storage for each aquifer
[Pumping periods 1 through 8 are from January 1, 1896, to January 1, 1978. Pumping period 8 is from January 1, 1973, to January 1, 1978. Mgal/d: million gallons

per day.}
Model Water from storage (Mgal/d) Withdrawals Percent of
it Aquifer Pumping periods . R pumping period 8 withdrawals from
un 1 through 8 Pumping period 8 (Mgal/d) storage pumping period 8
Al Lower Potomac-Raritan-Magothy 0.36 1.39 74.40 1.87
A2 Middle Potomac-Raritan-Magothy .89 2.93 92.31 3.17
A3  Upper Potomac-Raritan-Magothy 1.08 1.73 84.11 2.06
A4  Englishtown .23 49 11.86 4.13
A5 Wenonah-Mount Laurel .30 .69 4.47 15.44
A6 Vincentown .07 .23 0.95 24.21
A7 Piney Point .08 .18 1.97 9.14
A8 Lower Kirkwood Cohansey and confined Kirkwood .20 49 36.91 1.33
A9 Upper Kirkwood-Cohansey .81 1.50 43.82 3.42
A10 Holly Beach .00 .00 .01 .00
Totals 4.02 '9.63 1350.81 2.75

! Totals differ slightly from values in table 13 because of rounding errors in different methods of calculation.
% Percent of total withdrawals from storage in all aquifers for pumping period 8 (not a column total but calculated on the basis of total water from storage and total

withdrawals for pumping period 8).

of simulation. Seven aquifers (the lower and upper
Potomac-Raritan-Magothy, Englishtown, Wenonah-
Mount Laurel, Vincentown, and the lower Kirkwood-
Cohansey and confined Kirkwood aquifers) have
decreased inflow or increased outflow along the south-
west boundary. The major flow out of the model area in
1978 (pumping period 8) is 1.2 Mgal/d from the Piney
Point aquifer (A7) toward Delaware.

The source of water to wells was also analyzed to
determine the relative amounts of flow from local and
regional surface-water bodies. The distinction between
local and regional was based on the size of the surface-
water body relative to the cell size. Streams including
the Delaware River, which are less than a cell in width,
are considered to be local surface-water bodies. The
Atlantic Ocean, Delaware Bay, and Raritan Bay are
regional surface-water bodies. The areas of local and
regional surface-water bodies are shown in figure 25.

The amount of flow to streams and rivers relative to
the ocean and bays was determined by totaling the rate
of flow for constant-head nodes representing streams
and totaling those representing the ocean and bays for
each pumping period (table 14). The simulated amount of
flow to streams at any time is dependent on the amount
of recharge used in the model and is not directly compa-
rable to the amount of flow to constant-head nodes in the
bays and ocean or to withdrawals. However, the change
in flow to rivers and streams from prepumping conditions
to any pumping period is not dependent on recharge but
is determined by withdrawals, as is the change in flow to
the ocean and bays. Therefore, the amount of withdraw-
als from changes in flow to streams relative to changes in
flow to the ocean and bays was determined by comparing
(1) the amount of withdrawals to (2) changes from
prepumping conditions in the flow rates to constant-head
nodes representing each source (table 12).
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TaBLE 14.— Simulated flow to and from constant-head nodes for each
pumping period
[Flow to and from constant-head nodes: Positive flows are into constant-head
nodes, negative flows are out of constant-head nodes. Difference between flows
for any pumping period and prepumping flows is the source of water to wells in
table 13.
Streams: Flow to stream constant-head nodes is directly dependent on simulated

recharge to the water-table aquifer, 20 inches per year (4507 million gallons per
day).]

Flow to and from constant-head nodes

Purpping End date (million gallons per day)
period

Ocean and bays Streams
prepumping  1-1-1896 12.7 4489.8
1 1-1-1921 11.6 4465.2
2 1-1-1946 9.6 4408.7
3 1-1-1953 7.7 4350.7
4 1-1-1958 6.3 4329.1
5 1-1-1965 3.5 4277.0
6 1-1-1968 24 4245.4
7 1-1-1973 -.3 4196.3
8 1-1-1978 -2.0 4173.2
9 1-1-1981 —-2.3 4166.9

In general, throughout the simulation, the rates of
flow to wells from the ocean and bays are slightly more
than flow to wells from storage or lateral boundary flows.
Flow from the ocean and bays is about 14 Mgal/d near the
end of the simulation, or about 4 percent of withdrawals.
The major source of water to wells is from decreased
streamflow. Streamflow provides about 320 Mgal/d or 90
percent of withdrawals. Decreased streamflow is equiv-
alent to increased deep percolation to the confined aqui-
fers. Based on data in table 14 and on the area of local
surface-water bodies on figure 25, deep percolation
increased from 0.1 in/yr during prepumping conditions to
about 1.5 in/yr near the end of the simulation (pumping
periods 8 and 9, 1978 to 1981).

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Flow in the interbedded unconsolidated sand, silt, and
clay of the New Jersey Coastal Plain was simulated with
a digital model representing an alternating sequence of
10 aquifers and 9 intervening confining units. These units
generally thicken downdip from the Fall Line toward the
Atlantic Ocean. Near the Fall Line, aquifers and confin-
ing units are less than 50 feet thick. In downdip fresh-
water areas, maximum aquifer thicknesses range from
about 100 to 600 feet, and maximum -confining-unit
thicknesses range from about 50 to 1,000 feet.

The prepumping ground-water flow system was
recharged in upland areas of high altitudes in Mercer,
Middlesex, and western Monmouth Counties; in western
Ocean and central Burlington Counties; and in central
Gloucester and Camden Counties and was discharged to
the Atlantic Ocean, Delaware River, Delaware Bay,
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Raritan Bay, and large rivers in the Coastal Plain. A
large part of ground-water recharge was discharged to
nearby surface-water bodies, and only a small amount
recharged the confined aquifers. Recharge to the con-
fined aquifers during prepumping conditions flowed ver-
tically downward through confining units and laterally
downdip in aquifers, then upward through confining
units or sometimes laterally updip in aquifers to be
discharged to the regional surface-water bodies.

Under pumping conditions, regional cones of depres-
sion formed in the three Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aqui-
fers, Englishtown aquifer, Wenonah-Mount Laurel aqui-
fer, and the confined Kirkwood aquifer. In 1980,
withdrawals were greater than 350 Mgal/d. The sources
of water to wells include water released from aquifer
storage and decreased discharge to large surface-water
bodies but mostly water from reduction in streamflow.

Water levels in the 10 aquifers were simulated by
using a multilayer finite-difference model for prepump-
ing steady-state conditions and transient conditions from
1896 to 1980. The model included 10 aquifer layers, a grid
with 29 rows and 51 columns, with cell sizes ranging from
6.25 to 47.5 mi®. Calibration was achieved primarily by
trial-and-error adjustment of initial estimates of trans-
missivities and vertical leakance of the confining units.
Minor adjustments were made to water-table and stream
altitudes and the confined aquifer storage coefficient.
After calibration, the model was tested for sensitivity to
several aquifer and confining-unit properties and several
boundary conditions.

The lower model boundary and the northwestern
aquifer limits are no-flow boundaries. The other lateral
boundaries are flow or no-flow boundaries depending on
whether an aquifer extends beyond the modeled area.
Downdip no-flow boundaries represent either the limits
of the aquifers or a freshwater-saltwater interface at the
estimated loeation of 10,000 mg/L chloride concentra-
tions within the aquifers. Flows for the lateral flow
boundaries were caleulated from simulated water-level
and transmissivity data from the regional RASA model
of the northern Atlantic Coastal Plain.

Flow was simulated in the 10 aquifers by using a
10-layer model with a constant-head boundary repre-
senting water-table altitudes and an 11-layer model with
recharge of 20 in/yr to the water table and with a
constant-head boundary representing altitudes of long-
term stream stages. Simulations with the 10-layer model
provided estimates of deep percolation to the confined
aquifers, which were used to calculate streambed verti-
cal leakance between the water table and stream nodes.
The upper 11-layer model boundary allows simulated
water levels in the water-table aquifer to change in
response to withdrawals but provides an infinite source
of water from overlying streams.



SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Model calibration is partly based on a comparison of
simulated to interpreted potentiometric surfaces and of
simulated to actual well hydrographs. Differences
between simulated and measured water levels are usu-
ally less than 15 feet. However, in some areas aquifers
are not considered calibrated. Generally, these are off-
shore areas, where there are no measured water levels
for calibration, and in outcrop areas where the cell size is
large compared to outerop widths. Downdip areas of the
three Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers (A1, A2, and
A3) in Monmouth and Ocean Counties and the Piney
Point aquifer (A7) in Cumberland County are not well
calibrated, as simulated water levels are more than 15
feet higher than measured water levels. Although areas
near the major cones of depression are considered cali-
brated, simulated water levels near the center of the
cones are 10 to 40 feet higher than measured water levels
because of the large cell size.

Model calibration is also based on whether simulated
flow to and from constant-head nodes is reasonable in
relation to recharge and discharge areas postulated in
the conceptual model. Areas of simulated recharge to the
confined aquifers coincide with areas of high land-surface
altitudes, and discharge areas coincide with low altitude
areas along large surface-water bodies. Highest simu-
lated flow rates to and from the confined aquifers and
between the water table and streams are in areas where
there is no confining unit underlying the aquifers’ out-
crops. In areas where confining units underlie the uncon-
fined outcrops, simulated recharge and discharge rates
to the confined aquifers are generally less than 1.5 in/yr,
and recharge and discharge to streams is generally
within 3.5 in/yr of the assumed recharge rate of 20 in/yr.
Under pumping conditions, simulated flow to streams
decreased less than 5 in/yr in most areas. Simulated deep
percolation to the confined aquifers from the unconfined
outerop aress is 0.1 in/yr under prepumping conditions
and 1.5 in/yr under pumping conditions.

The calibrated model provided regional estimates of
aquifer transmissivity and confining-unit vertical leak-
ance as shown in table 8. The highest transmissivity,
greater than 10,000 ft*/d, is in Camden and Gloucester
Counties in the Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers (A1,
A2, and A3); in Monmouth and Ocean Counties in the
middle Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifer (A2); in Atlan-
tic and Cape May Counties in the confined Kirkwood
aquifer (A8); and in Ocean, Burlington, Atlantic, and
Cape May Counties in the lower and upper Kirkwood-
Cohansey aquifers (A8 and A9). Leakance is highest,
greater than 1x1072 (ft/d)/ft, in updip areas near the
outcrops and lowest, less than 1x107° (ft/d)/ft, in down-
dip areas. The model was calibrated by using a specific
yield of 0.15 in unconfined areas. A storage coefficient of
1x10~* was used for all the confined aquifers except in
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downdip areas of Monmouth and Ocean Counties for the
Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers (Al, A2, and A3)
where storage coefficients of 5x107* to 8x10™* were
used.

In the simulated prepumping flow system, vertical
hydraulic gradients between aquifers are highly variable
but tend to be greatest in updip areas. Simulated pre-
pumping vertical flow rates are also highest, up to about
4 in/yr, in updip areas compared to rates of less than 0.2
infyr in downdip areas. In the simulated 1978 transient
flow system, steepest vertical and lateral hydraulic gra-
dients are near the major cones of depression. Lateral
gradients are steepest on the updip and onshore sides of
the cones. Flow rates between aquifers in 1978 are less
than 0.2 in/yr in many areas, but rates from about 1to 5
in/yr are common locally in updip areas and near large
cones of depression.

Sensitivity simulations show that in the major cones of
depression tested, simulated water levels are fairly
sensitive to changes in transmissivity and confining-unit
leakance. Sensitivity simulations also show that the
simulated water levels near the center of the cone in
Camden County are most sensitive to confining-unit
vertical leakance near the outcrop areas of the Potomac-
Raritan-Magothy aquifers (A1, A2, and A3). Simulated
water levels in the cone of depression near Atlantic City
are sensitive to changes in transmissivity in the confined
Kirkwood aquifer (A8) along the updip extent of the
overlying confining unit, where the aquifer becomes
unconfined. Sensitivity analyses also indicate that the
aquifer storage coefficients used in the calibrated model
were reasonable.

Sensitivity analysis also indicated that simulated
water levels in most areas with measured water-level
data were not very sensitive to the position of the
aquifers’ no-flow boundaries or to the amount of flow at
the flow boundaries. The location of the downdip aquifer
limits, the location of the freshwater-saltwater interface,
and the amount of flow at the lateral flow boundaries are
reasonable approximations of the physical system and
have minimal effects on estimates of transmissivity and
vertical leakance. However, in Monmouth and Ocean
Counties in the Englishtown aquifer (A4), water levels
are sensitive to the position of the downdip limit of the
Englishtown aquifer and to the position of the offshore
limit of the upper sand unit within the aquifer. The
location of these limits should be better defined for more
accurate simulation in these areas.

Sensitivity analyses of confining-unit storage show
that a preliminary estimate of 6X 107% per foot for
specific storage is probably reasonable. However, aqui-
fer storage should be based on aquifer-specific storage
and thickness for better simulation of the flow system.
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Analysis of flow near the downdip aquifer boundaries
indicates some vertically downward flow under pre-
pumping conditions in the lower and middle Potomac-
Raritan-Magothy aquifers (Al and A2) and in the
Englishtown aquifer (A4). Although simulated water
levels within the aquifers near the freshwater-saltwater
interface boundary cannot be used to calculate move-
ment of the interface, the lower Potomac-Raritan-
Magothy aquifer (A1) and the confined Kirkwood aquifer
(A8) have the greatest potential for inland migration of
saltwater.

Analysis of transient conditions showed that the flow
system is very near steady-state conditions near the
center of the major cones of depression. Water levels in
these areas would change less than 5 feet if withdrawal
rates remained at the 1978-80 rates. However, in down-
dip areas farther from the major cones of depression, the
flow system is more transient, and water levels would
decline as much as 25 feet if there were no change in
withdrawal rates after 1980. If there were no withdraw-
als after 1980, water levels near the major cones would
recover quickly—95 percent in 2 to 6 years—but water
levels farther from the cones would recover more
slowly —75 percent in 12 to 16 years.

The major source of water to wells near the center of
the major cones of depression in 1978 is increased lateral
flow from the outcrop areas. In the upper Potomac-
Raritan-Magothy aquifer (A3) and the Englishtown aqui-
fer (A4), another major source of water is increased
vertical flow through the overlying confining units.
About 80 percent of the water released from storage is
from the Potomac-Raritan-Magothy aquifers (Al, A2,
and A3) and the upper Kirkwood-Cohansey aquifer (A9).
On a regional scale, the simulated sources of water to
wells in the late 1970’s include (1) 8 percent from aquifer
storage, (2) 3 percent from boundary flows, (3) 4 percent
from the ocean and bays, and (4) 90 percent from
decreased discharge to or increased recharge from
streams.
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TABLE 15.— Comparison between simulated and measured water levels at the end of each pumping period

[Simulated water level: In feet above or below sea level. Estimated from simulated water levels for the three nodes nearest to actual well location. Measured water
level: In feet above or below sea level. Date of measured water level is for measurement nearest to end date in Zapecza, Voronin, and Martin (1987, pls. 1-10).

Water-level difference: Simulated water level minus measured water level, in feet. Well locations shown in figures 42 to 51. —, data unavailable.]
Pumping End date Simulated Measured Water-level | Pumping End date Simulated Measured Water-level
period water level water level difference period water level water level difference

LOWER POTOMAC-RARITAN-MAGOTHY AQUIFER (Al) LOWER POTOMAC-RARITAN-MAGOTHY AQUIFER (A1) —Continued

WELL 5262 NODE 7, 26

1 1/1/1921 17.89
2 1/1/1946 12.14
3 1/1/1953 5.20
4 1/1/1958 1.04
5 1/1/1965 —12.47
6 1/1/1968 ~21.40
7 1/1/1973 ~33.02
8 1/1/1978 ~45.51
9 1/1/1981 —48.49
WELL 5645  NODE 5, 27

1 1/1/1921 16.45
2 1/1/1946 12.94
3 1/1/1953 8.64
4 1/1/1958 5.69
5 1/1/1965 ~7.51
6 1/1/1968 -18.38
7 1/1/1973 -30.28
8 1/1/1978 —40.26
9 1/1/1981 -37.14
WELL 5-683  NODE 14, 30
1 1/1/1921 28.76
2 1/1/1946 23.94
3 1/1/1953 18.46
4 1/1/1958 15.66
5 1/1/1965 2.16
6 1/1/1968 ~4.58
7 1/1/1973 ~14.87
8 1/1/1978 —28.14
9 1/1/1981 —36.60
WELL 7-283  NODE 5, 22

1 1/1/1921 9.35
2 1/1/1946 -1.71
3 1/1/1953 ~16.39
4 1/1/1958 —24.94
5 1/1/1965 ~41.82
6 1/1/1968 —49.90
7 1/1/1973 —59.58
8 1/1/1978 —65.19
9 1/1/1981 —62.11
WELL 7-354  NODE 3, 23

1 1/1/1921 1.14
2 1/1/1946 -6.61
3 1/1/1953 ~12.24
4 1/1/1958 ~12.27
5 1/1/1965 ~12.49
6 1/1/1968 -11.79
7 1/1/1973 -14.59
8 1/1/1978 ~15.42
9 1/1/1981 ~14.10

—34.93 1.91

~45.48 -0.03
~48.92 ~0.43
~15.35 ~3.03
~24.04 ~6.24
~29.39 ~10.87
-33.36 ~3.78
-3.59 5.75
~8.06 3.47
-16.36 1.49
-29.44 1.29
~31.94 ~4.66
-43.82 2.00
~51.49 1.59
~58.57 -1.01
~62.09 -3.10
~62.37 0.26
0.42 ~12.67
-2.14 -10.13
~1.41 ~11.08
-2.25 -9.54
-2.68 ~11.92
0.25 ~15.67
-0.41 ~13.69

—34.47
—47.99
—-60.50
—49.57
—46.14
—47.89
—47.32

—0.85
—3.08
-2.11
-2.73
-1.07

—3.93
—11.44
—15.05
—14.07

=7.70

19.40
27.93
31.31
14.66

6.61

7.03
11.01

MIDDLE POTOMAC-RARITAN-MAGOTHY AQUIFER (A2)

WELL 7412 NODE 8, 23

1 1/1/1921 15.36
2 1/1/1946 7.50
3 1/1/1953 -2.16
4 1/1/1958 -7.63
5 1/1/1965 —21.81
6 1/1/1968 —30.73
7 1/1/1973 —41.98
8 1/1/1978 —-b8.61
9 1/1/1981 —62.75
WELL 7476 NODE 10, 20
1 1/1/1921 17.75
2 1/1/1946 10.10
3 1/1/1953 1.03
4 1/1/1958 —-3.86
5 1/1/1965 —-16.72
6 1/1/1968 —25.05
7 1/1/1973 —34.65
8 1/1/1978 —46.34
9 1/1/1981 —50.03
WELL 15-296 NODE 4, 18
1 1/1/1921 8.62
2 1/1/1946 3.14
3 1/1/1953 —4.36
4 1/1/1958 —8.25
5 1/1/1965 —17.06
6 1/1/1968 —24.68
7 1/1/1973 -28.714
8 1/1/1978 -29.40
9 1/1/1981 —26.54
WELL 15-323 NODE 4, 20
1 1/1/1921 7.73
2 1/1/1946 —0.05
3 1/1/1953 —15.07
4 1/1/1958 —20.06
5 1/1/1965 —29.19
6 1/1/1968 —34.91
7 1/1/1973 —39.52
8 1/1/1978 —40.86
9 1/1/1981 —-36.31
WELL 563 NODE 5, 28

1 1/1/1921 15.53
2 1/1/1946 13.34
3 1/1/1953 10.53
4 1/1/1958 8.63
5 1/1/1965 0.53
6 1/1/1968 —7.48
7 1/1/1973 —15.20
8 1/1/1978 —21.80
9 1/1/1981 —21.88

-4.49
—10.03
—14.86
-18.18



TABLE 15

H139

TABLE 15.— Comparison between simulated and measured water levels at the end of each pumping period—Continued

Pumping
period

Simulated

End date water level

Measured
water level

Water-level
difference

Simulated
water level

Pumping

period End date

Measured
water level

Water-level
difference

MIDDLE POTOMAC-RARITAN-MAGOTHY AQUIFER (A2)—Continued

MIDDLE POTOMAC-RARITAN-MAGOTHY AQUIFER (A2)—Continued

WELL 5-101  NODE 4, 29
1 1/1/1921 12.28
2 1/1/1946 11.80
3 1/1/1953 10.28
4 1/1/1958 9.26
5 1/1/1965 6.82
6 1/1/1968 4.98
7 1/1/1973 4.07
8 1/1/1978 3.32
9 1/1/1981 3.22
WELL 5-261  NODE 7, 26

1 1/1/1921 18.23
2 1/1/1946 12.62
3 1/1/1953 5.84
4 1/1/1958 1.77
5 1/1/1965 ~11.79
6 1/1/1968 —20.78
7 1/1/1973 ~32.53
8 1/1/1978 —44.89
9 1/1/1981 —47.54
WELL 5-440  NODE 7, 30

1 1/1/1921 25.41
2 1/1/1946 21.44
3 1/1/1953 16.30
4 1/1/1958 14.65
5 1/1/1965 2.25
6 1/1/1968 —4.92
7 1/1/1973 ~12.08
8 1/1/1978 ~19.03
9 1/1/1981 —21.49
WELL 7413  NODE 8, 23

1 1/1/1921 15.82
2 1/1/1946 7.65
3 1/1/1953 —2.29
4 1/1/1958 -7.84
5 1/1/1965 —22.55
6 1/1/1968 -31.87
7 1/1/1973 —44.07
8 1/1/1978 ~57.07
9 1/1/1981 —60.77
WELL 11-137  NODE 17, 16
1 1/1/1921 25.75
2 1/1/1946 18.91
3 1/1/1953 12.92
4 1/1/1958 9.46
5 1/1/1965 0.27
6 1/1/1968 -5.52
7 1/1/1973 ~12.25
8 1/1/1978 -20.08
9 1/1/1981 —24.48

-1.29
—0.92
—4.37
—5.02
-4.12

1.52

1.24

11.57
10.17
10.20
10.00
8.20
1.80
1.99

11.36

WELL 1597 NODE 3, 18
1 1/1/1921 4.88
2 1/1/1946 2.52
3 1/1/1953 0.35
4 1/1/1958 -0.61
5 1/1/1965 -1.71
6 1/1/1968 -4.81
7 1/1/1973 -5.71
8 1/1/1978 —4.44
9 1/1/1981 -1.72
WELL 23-70  NODE 2, 41

1 1/1/1921 61.29
2 1/1/1946 61.14
3 1/1/1953 61.00
4 1/1/1958 61.00
5 1/1/1965 60.94
6 1/1/1968 60.88
7 1/1/1973 60.86
8 1/1/1978 60.84
9 1/1/1981 60.80
WELL 23-194  NODE 4, 43

1 1/1/1921 27.89
2 1/1/1946 11.66
3 1/1/1953 -19.84
4 1/1/1958 —23.46
5 1/1/1965 -32.92
6 1/1/1968 —38.04
7 1/1/1973 —56.04
8 1/1/1978 ~70.80
9 1/1/1981 ~71.56
WELL 23-229  NODE 4, 39
1 1/1/1921 66.47
2 1/1/1946 64.56
3 1/1/1953 62.54
4 1/1/1958 62.31
5 1/1/1965 59.83
6 1/1/1968 57.12
7 1/1/1973 53.94
8 1/1/1978 52.65
9 1/1/1981 51.83
WELL 23-243  NODE 5, 41

1 1/1/1921 43.97
2 1/1/1946 33.17
3 1/1/1953 21.41
4 1/1/1958 21.80
5 1/1/1965 16.47
6 1/1/1968 11.36
7 1/1/1973 0.34
8 1/1/1978 -8.13
9 1/1/1981 -11.93

—4.71
—5.50
—4.08

0.16
-0.83
—2.16

59.95
57.87
56.75
56.08
58.33
59.23
57.93
55.31

1.46
—33.76
—49.43
—54.04
—62.02
—70.70
—74.51
-77.34

5.49

10.20
13.92
25.97
21.11
23.98
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TaBLE 15.— Comparison between simulated and measured water levels at the end of each pumping period—Continued

Pumping
period

Simulated

End date water level

Measured
water level

Water-level
difference

Pumping

period

End date

Simulated
water level

Measured
water level

Water-level
difference

MIDDLE POTOMAC-RARITAN-MAGOTHY AQUIFER (A2)—Continued

UPPER POTOMAC-RARITAN-MAGOTHY AQUIFER (A3)

WELL 23-270 NODE 3, 46

1 1/1/1921 6.98
2 1/1/1946 6.95
3 1/1/1953 6.91
4 1/1/1958 6.81
5 1/1/1965 6.63
6 1/1/1968 6.57
7 1/1/1973 6.53
8 1/1/1978 6.48
9 1/1/1981 6.44
WELL 25-272 NODE 1, 43

1 1/1/1921 30.93
2 1/1/1946 24.23
3 1/1/1953 14.86
4 1/1/1958 12.57
5 1/1/1965 2.90
6 1/1/1968 -2.97
7 1/1/1973 —20.53
8 1/1/1978 —34.79
9 1/1/1981 —40.03
WELL 29-19 NODE 19, 36

1 1/1/1921 29.66
2 1/1/1946 26.13
3 1/1/1953 22.84
4 1/1/1958 20.21
5 1/1/1965 9.67
6 1/1/1968 4.61
7 1/1/1973 —4.81
8 1/1/1978 —-17.00
9 1/1/1981 —26.86
WELL 29-85 NODE 14, 37

1 1/1/1921 32.47
2 1/1/1946 28.81
3 1/1/1953 24.58
4 1/1/1958 22.00
5 1/1/1965 8.54
6 1/1/1968 1.54
7 1/1/1973 —8.62
8 1/1/1978 —23.57
9 1/1/1981 -37.96
WELL 33-251 NODE 6, 10

1 1/1/1921 17.97
2 1/1/1946 9.12
3 1/1/1953 2.68
4 1/1/1958 —0.43
5 1/1/1965 -11.74
6 1/1/1968 —21.69
7 1/1/1973 —20.66
8 1/1/1978 —27.78
9 1/1/1981 —34.46

—2.02
—4.57

11.01

—17.52

WELL 5-258 NODE 1, 26

1 1/1/1921 22.21
2 1/1/1946 15.96
3 1/1/1953 8.92
4 1/1/1958 3.84
5 1/1/1965 —11.66
6 1/1/1968 —19.82
7 1/1/1973 —31.37
8 1/1/1978 —43.32
9 1/1/1981 —48.93
WELL 5-274 NODE 4, 25

1 1/1/1921 14.03
2 1/1/1946 11.01
3 1/1/1953 7.41
4 1/1/1958 4.58
5 1/1/1965 -1.83
6 1/1/1968 —6.20
7 1/1/1973 -11.72
8 1/1/1978 —16.07
9 1/1/1981 —16.19
WELL 7-30 NODE 4, 21

1 1/1/1921 7.03
2 1/1/1946 —4.35
3 1/1/1953 —20.32
4 1/1/1958 —25.07
5 1/1/1965 —-35.23
6 1/1/1968 —41.13
7 1/1/1973 —48.37
8 1/1/1978 —46.88
9 1/1/1981 —39.20
WELL 7-117 NODE 7, 23

1 1/1/1921 18.25
2 1/1/1946 9.42
3 1/1/1953 —0.92
4 1/1/1958 —7.44
5 1/1/1965 —-27.90
6 1/1/1968 —40.34
7 1/1/1973 —-5b.09
8 1/1/1978 —64.81
9 1/1/1981 —=70.09
WELL 7477 NODE 10, 20
1 1/1/1921 23.60
2 1/1/1946 14.22
3 1/1/1953 3.65
4 1/1/1958 —1.64
5 1/1/1965 —15.36
6 1/1/1968 ~25.42
7 1/1/1973 —38.05
8 1/1/1978 —49.00
9 1/1/1981 —55.52

7.24
4.85
7.19
6.86
6.26

13.29
10.46
10.01
12.31
13.09



TABLE 15.—Comparison between simulated and measured water levels at the end of each pumping period—Continued

TABLE 15

Hi41

Pumping
period

End date

Simulated
water level

Measured
water level

Water-level
difference

Pumping
period

End date

Simulated
water level

Measured
water level

Water-level
difference

UPPER POTOMAC-RARITAN-MAGOTHY AQUIFER (A3)—Continued

UPPER POTOMAC-RARITAN-MAGOTHY AQUIFER (A3)—Continued

WELL 15-297

1/1/1921
1/1/1946
1/1/1953
1/1/1958
1/1/1965
1/1/1968
1/1/1973
1/1/1978
1/1/1981

ELL 23-182
1/1/1921
1/1/1946
1/1/1953
1/1/1958
1/1/1965
1/1/1968
1/1/1973
1/1/1978
1/1/1981

ELL 23-292
1/1/1921
1/1/1946
1/1/1953
1/1/1958
1/1/1965
1/1/1968
1/1/1973
1/1/1978
1/1/1981

ELL 25-316
1111921
1/1/1946
1/1/1953
1/1/1958
1/1/1965
1/1/1968
1/1/1973
1/1/1978
1/1/1981

ELL 33-187
1/1/1921
1/1/1946
1/1/1953
1/1/1958
1/1/1965
1/1/1968
1/1/1973
1/1/1978
1/1/1981

é woo-qmvnhoam'—‘é WO Ui W =

NODE 4, 18

14.92

11.11

6.37

3.57

—2.76

—10.23
-12.27
—12.07
—13.47

NODE 5, 43
18.25
17.97
17.79
17.65
17.24
17.02
16.82
17.02
16.82

NODE 3, 39
76.58
76.49
76.40
76.33
76.10
75.92
75.68
75.48
75.40

NODE 9, 49
8.03

5.72

1.97

-0.34

—5.35

~b.67

—10.81
—12.98
—12.37

NODE 6, 14
19.35

13.92

8.31

4.69

-2.34

-7.32

-9.72
~11.88
-12.83

—8.92
—8.48
—8.28
—10.59
—12.57

26.41
24.37
23.91
19.41
20.44
19.52
18.31
16.02

78.82
80.20
81.48
76.42
75.17

.47

—14.05
—17.02
—18.48
—24.44
—25.64

6.16
-1.75
—3.99
-1.47
—0.89

0.23

—-2.53
~4.35
-7.13
—4.91

WELL 33-253 NODE 6, 10

1 1/1/1921 14.10 —

2 1/1/1946 9.31 — —

3 1/1/1953 5.94 - —

4 1/1/1958 5.01 — —

5 1/1/1965 2.13 - —

6 1/1/1968 —0.87 —12.15 11.28

7 1/1/1973 -1.74 —14.45 12.71

8 1/1/1978 —4.12 —20.79 '16.67

9 1/1/1981 —6.92 —22.60 15.68
ENGLISHTOWN AQUIFER (A4)

WELL 5-259 NODE 17, 26

1 1/1/1921 44.60 - -

2 1/1/1946 43.37 - —

3 1/1/1953 42.02 — -

4 1/1/1958 40.83 — —

5 1/1/1965 37.81 20.44 17.37

6 1/1/1968 36.25 25.33 10.92

7 1/1/1973 33.99 25.95 8.05

8 1/1/1978 31.70 25.05 6.66

9 1/1/1981 30.03 23.53 6.50

WELL 23-516 NODE 6, 42

1 1/11921 90.02 — —

2 1/1/1946 89.99 98.85 —8.86

3 1/1/1953 89.95 96.95 -7.00

4 1/1/1958 89.90 95.87 -5.97

5 1/1/1965 89.78 96.24 —6.45

6 1/1/1968 89.74 97.64 =7.90

7 1/1/1973 89.67 99.36 —9.70

8 1/1/1978 89.56 97.97 -8.41

9 1/1/1981 89.55 94.73 —5.18

WELL 25-216 NODE 17, 39

1 1/1/1921 122.55 - —

2 1/1/1946 122.22 — -

3 1/1/1953 121.78 — —

4 1/1/1958 121.46 — -

5 1/1/1965 120.60 - —

6 1/1/1968 119.98 - -

7 1/1/1973 118.77 121.48 -2.7

8 1/1/1978 118.05 120.71 —2.67

9 1/1/1981 117.94 118.60 —0.66

WELL 25-250 NODE 7, 42

1 1/1/1921 108.61 — —

2 1/1/1946 108.18 — -

3 1/1/1953 107.53 — -

4 1/1/1958 106.20 - -

5 1/1/1965 103.46 - —

6 1/1/1968 103.56 — —

7 1/1/1973 102.81 101.90 0.90

8 1/1/1978 101.82 101.26 0.57

9 1/1/1981 101.63 100.29 1.34
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TaBLE 15.— Comparison between simulated and measured water levels at the end of each pumping period—Continued

Pumpin Simul -] i imul Measured ater-level
pe!'io}Zi g End date w:tneltl’ T:(eil wlg,i::ziil ‘X{afi'::elﬁzz : }Ix’:rr%}:img End date “Sratelll' ai"tszdel wa‘z:r level Vgiffereszg
ENGLISHTOWN AQUIFER (A4)—Continued WENONAH-MOUNT LAUREL AQUIFER (A5)—Continued

WELL 25429  NODE 13, 41 WELL 7-118  NODE 7, 23

1 1/1/1921 48.08 — - |1 1/1/1921 77.81 - -

2 1/1/1946 31.14 —~ - |2 1/1/1946 77.58 - —

3 1/1/1953 2.60 - - |3 1/1/1953 77.40 - -

4 V1/1958  —15.09 — — |4 1/1/1958 77.25 - -

5 V11965~ -22.35 ~54.33 31.98 |5 1/1/1965 77.09 - -

6 1/1/1968  —40.86 ~77.46 36.60 | 6 1/1/1968 76.94 - -

7 1/1/1973 -84.20  -119.43 35.23 |7 1/1/1973 76.75 7113 5.62

8 111978 -10426  -135.06 30.80 |8 1/1/1978 76.43 69.71 6.72

9 V11981  -106.67  —139.38 32.71 |9 1/1/1981 75.80 68.81 7.00

WELL 29-138  NODE 10, 35 WELL 7478  NODE 10, 20

1 1/1/1921 95.26 —~ - 1 1/1/1921 71.09 - -~

2 1/1/1946 92.59 - - |2 1/1/1946 67.17 —~ -

3 1/1/1953 88.91 - EE 1/1/1953 63.63 - -

4 1/1/1958 86.95 - - |4 1/1/1958 60.93 — —

5 1/1/1965 82.20 82.61 ~041 |5 1/1/1965 55.95 44.69 11.26

6 1/1/1968 .7 78.73 ~0.9 |6 1/1/1968 49.15 42.78 6.37

7 1/1/1973 69.67 71.00 ~133 |7 1/1/1973 46.80 38.49 8.30

8 1/1/1978 66.48 65.31 117 |8 1/1/1978 43.87 36.45 7.42

9 1/1/1981 65.13 63.15 197 |9 1/1/1981 43.40 36.38 7.02

WELL 29-53  NODE 16, 36 WELL 11-72  NODE 11, 9

1 1/1/1921 53.74 —~ - |1 1/1/1921 28.67 — -

2 1/1/1946 41.86 - - |2 1/1/1946 24.69 -~ -

3 1/1/1953 24.76 ~ - |3 1/1/1953 22.52 —~ -

4 1/1/1958 15.31 - — |4 1/1/1958 21.06 - ~

5 1/1/1965 9.39 - - s 1/1/1965 17.95 - ~

6 1/1/1968 0.74 ~36.64 37.37 | 6 1/1/1968 15.23 - -

7 V11973 —30.59 ~58.01 2142 |1 1/1/1973 11.72 — -

8 V11978 —44.24 ~73.99 29.75 | 8 1/1/1978 7.85 984 = -L99

9 1/1/1981 —47.01 ~83.12 36.10 |9 1/1/1981 3.24 9.70 ~6.46

WENONAH-MOUNT LAUREL AQUIFER (A5) WELL 29-140 NODE 10, 35

WELL 5260 NODE 7, 26 1 L1ia921 117.93 - -

1 1/1/1921 48.94 - - |2 111946 117.25 - -

1 11/1958 17 66 ” ~ s V11965 114.61 118.15 ~3.54

5 1171965 692 20,64 S |6 V11968 113.54 118.00 ~4.46

6 1111968 16.92 2945 Teas |7 V11973 11129 117.20 ~5.91

7 111973 1557 o5 19 ez |8 V11978 110.01 114.82 ~4.80

8 111978 476 e Teen |9 111981 109.55 113.18 ~3.63

9 1/1/1981 44.41 49.44 ~5.03 | WELL 3302 NODE 9, 12

WELL 5-701  NODE 8, 32 ! 1/1/1921 42.19 - -

1 1/1/1921 101.24 - N 1/1/1946 39.70 - -

2 1/1/1946 100.79 - - 8 1711953 37.87 - -

3 1/1/1953 99.91 - - |4 g 36.59 - -

4 1/1/1958 99.44 - - |5 V1/1965 33.92 - -

5 1/1/1965 98.01 122.906  -24.95 |5 1111968 3161 - -

6 1/1/1968 97.75 12380  -26.05 |/ 111973 29.38 - >

7 111973 97.12 123.04 —25.91 |8 1171978 26.76 23.08 3.68
1/1/1981 24.16 23.40 0.77

8 1/1/1978 96.84 12380  -26.96 |°

9 1/1/1981 97.08 12540  —2831
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TaBLE 15.—Comparison between simulated and measured water levels at the end of each pumping period—Continued

Pumpin; im: -1 i im M ed Water-level
perio% ¢ End date Satelrl'lal‘;frgl £;523ﬁ321 Vg?ftfz'es:;:l g:glo%mg End date “Sr’ateI;]ngl wai:]izvel d?t;'erence
WENONAH-MOUNT LAUREL AQUIFER (A5)—Continued PINEY POINT AQUIFER (A7)—Continued

WELL 3320 NODE 8, 13 WELL 5-676  NODE 15, 31
1 1/1/1921 50.32 - - 1 1/1/1921 113.53 - -
2 1/1/1946 48.96 - — 2 1/1/1946 113.29 - -
3 1/1/1953 47.82 — — 3 1/1/1953 113.06 - -
4 1/1/1958 47.02 - - 4 1/1/1958 112.91 - -
5 1/1/1965 45.40 33.99 11.41 |5 1/1/1965 112.60 118.97 -6.37
6 1/1/1968 44.05 35.85 821 |6 1/1/1968 112.38 118.60 —-6.22
7 1/1/1973 42.98 35.57 742 |17 1/1/1973 112.03 122.84 —~10.81
8 1/1/1978 41.78 33.52 827 |8 1/1/1978 111.74 119.10 -7.87
9 1/1/1981 40.67 32.95 772 19 1/1/1981 111.61 119.38 -7.77
WELL 33-252  NODE 6, 10 WELL 1144 NODE 12, 12
1 1/1/1921 7.85 — - 1 1/1/1921 43.31 - -
2 1/1/1946 7.57 — - 2 1/1/1946 40.03 - -
3 1/1/1953 7.67 - - 3 1/1/1953 38.05 - -
4 1/1/1958 6.45 - - 4 1/1/1958 36.49 - -
5 1/1/1965 4.90 — — 5 1/1/1965 33.49 - -
6 1/1/1968 4.81 -1.10 59 |6 1/1/1968 30.25 - -
7 1/1/1973 6.41 1.78 463 |17 1/1/1973 25.79 22.89 2.90
8 1/1/1978 7.10 0.96 6.14 |8 1/1/1978 21.92 18.00 3.92
9 1/1/1981 6.72 0.12 6.60 |9 1/1/1981 17.39 14.63 2.75
WELL 33279  NODE 8, 14 WELL 11-96  NODE 15, 9
1 1/1/1921 60.11 - - 1 1/1/1921 31.83 - -
2 1/1/1946 58.53 - - 2 1/1/1946 27.89 - -
3 1/1/1953 57.14 - - 3 1/1/1953 25.78 - -
4 1/1/1958 56.20 - - 4 1/1/1958 23.98 - -
5 1/1/1965 54.27 46.64 763 |5 1/1/1965 20.98 - -
6 1/1/1968 52.54 47.86 468 |6 1/1/1968 16.86 - -
7 1/1/1973 51.14 47.57 357 |17 1/1/1973 10.22 -3.44 13.66
8 1/1/1978 49.61 44.96 465 |8 1/1/1978 4.90 -12.75 17.65
9 1/1/1981 48.28 44.58 370 |9 1/1/1981 -2.21 -18.25 16.04

VINCENTOWN AQUIFER (A6) WELL 11-163 NODE 14, 13
WELL 29-139  NODE 10, 35 1 1/1/1921 41.40 - -
11 1/1/1921 121.57 - - 2 1/1/1946 37.97 - -
22 1/1/1946 121.22 - - 3 1/1/1953 35.93 - -
33 1/1/1953 120.73 - - 4 1/1/1958 34.31 - -
44 1/1/1958 120.43 - - 5 1/1/1965 31.22 - -
55 1/1/1965 119.91 129.95 -10.04 |6 1/1/1968 27.88 - -
66 1/1/1968 119.34 130.40 ~11.06 |7 111973 23.10 - -
7 111973 118.14 131.13 ~12.99 |8 1/1/1978 19.03 21.85 ~2.82
88 1/1/1978 117.44 131.14 1370 |9 1/1/1981 14.30 18.53 —4.24
99 1/1/1981 117.27 129.23 -11.97 | WELL 29-18  NODE 19, 36

PINEY POINT AQUIFER (A7) % iﬁﬁgﬁé 23%? : :
WELL 5407 NODE 13, 25 3 1/1/1953 20.00 _ _
1 1/1/1921 64.43 — - 4 1/1/1958 18.31 — —_
2 1/1/1946 63.02 - - 5 1/1/1965 15.87 6.54 9.34
3 1/1/1953 61.92 - - 6 1/1/1968 13.93 5.38 8.56
4 1/1/1958 60.90 - - 7 1/1/1973 9.55 3.88 5.67
5 1/1/1965 58.36 52.17 6.18 ) 1/1/1978 4.68 2.95 2.43
6 1/1/1968 56.52 52.02 4.50 9 1/1/1981 3.49 0.48 3.02
7 1/1/1973 55.23 52.09 3.14
8 1/1/1978 53.80 50.93 2.87
9 1/1/1981 52.92 50.35 2.57
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TaBLE 15.— Comparison between simulated and measured water levels at the end of each pumping period—Continued

Pumpin, Simulated Measur r-level | P in; imulated Measured ter-level
peri(ﬁl % End date water level wat::liefrgl ‘X?ftfzrelﬁ:e p:mrior:l ¢ End date v?atel:‘ letvel waterl;evel vgxﬁfference
PINEY POINT AQUIFER (A7) —Continued LOWER KIRKWOOD-COHANSEY AQUIFER AND

WELL 29-425 NODE 15. 33 CONFINED KIRKWOOD AQUIFER (A8)—Continued

1 1/1/1921 121.17 — — WELL 1-578  NODE 2, 18

2 1/1/1946 121.10 - — 1 1/1/1921 18.71 - —

3 1/1/1953 121.00 — — 2 1/1/1946 1.84 - _

4 1/1/1958 120.95 - _ 3 1/1/1953 ~5.94 - _

5 1/1/1965 120.87 118.60 227 | 4 1/1/1958 ~12.83 - _

6 1/1/1968 120.81 118.72 2.09 | 5 1/1/1965 ~22.08 —30.06 7.97

7 1/1/1973 120.66 120.62 0.04 | 6 1/1/1968 —33.80 —33.28 -0.51

8 1/1/1978 120.47 118.83 165 | 7 1/1/1973 ~37.16 -39.22 2.05

9 1/1/1981 120.42 118.33 2.09 | 8 1/1/1978 ~45.01 -89.18 ~5.82
LOWER KIRKWOOD-COHANSEY AQUIFER AND 9 1/1/1981 —49.23 —89.71 —9.46

CONFINED KIRKWOOD AQUIFER (A8) WELL 5-30 NODE 17, 28

WELL 1-37  NODE 22, 22 ! 1/1/1921 71.98 - -

1 V11921 14.87 - - |2 1/1/1946 7197 - -

2 1/1/1946 ~5.06 - - |3 /171968 7197 - -

3 V171953 ~14.03 ~59.20 4518 | 4 1171958 7197 " -

4 /11958 —23.56 ~54.61 31.05 | 2 V171965 o 66.50 5.47

5 111965 ~ —38.81 ~62.44 2364 | 6 VU/1968 .97 66.35 5.62

6 V11968 —54.58 ~66.58 1.99 | 7 11973 .97 69.42 2.5

7 1/1/1973 —62.40 —64.47 207 8 1/1/1978 71.96 66.61 5.36

9 1/1/1981 —67.54 —65.17 —2338 | WELL 7479 NODE 10, 20

WELL 1-18)  NODE 20, 24 1 1/1/1921 113.28 — -

1 11181 le o _ _ 2 1/1/1946 113.28 - -

3 1111948 385 ~ ” 3 1/1/1953 113.27 - -

8 111953 17 ~ _ 4 1/1/1958 113.27 - -

A 111958 .95 ~ ~ 5 1/1/1965 113.27 110.04 3.23

5 1/1/1965 -15.37 ~25.47 1011 | 6 1/1/1968 113.22 109.47 3.76

p 1171968 el 15 —56.99 i 1/1/1973 113.18 110.52 2.66

8 1/1/1978 —37.49 —98.99 —9.21 9 1/1/1981 113.14 110.06 3.08

9 1/1/1981 —40.93 ~28.75 ~12.17 | WELL 1143  NODE 12, 12

WELL 1-366  NODE 22, 19 1 17171921 74.18 - -

1 1/1/1921 14.10 - - 2 1/1/1946 74.13 - -

2 1/1/1946 ~10.57 —36.61 26.04 | 3 1/1/1953 74.06 - -

3 1/1/1953 -22.41 ~51.51 29.10 | 4 1/1/1958 74.05 - -

4 1/1/1958 —33.47 ~46.97 13.50 | 2 17171965 74.05 - -

5 1/1/1965 —46.13 ~179.65 33.53 | © 1/1/1968 73.97 — —

6 V11968 —59.11 ~77.98 1887 | 7 V11973 73.93 78.96 —5.08

7 V11973 60.95 6870 a45 | 8 1/1/1978 73.95 76.07 -2.12

8 V11978 8.5 5954 _grg |9 1/1/1981 73.74 76.04 ~2.30

9 1/1/1981 ~73.01 -53.21 ~19.80 | WELL 11-97  NODE 15, 9

WELL 1-566  NODE 20, 22 1 1/1/1921 10.66 - -

1 1/1/1921 16.74 _ _ 2 1/1/1946 10.66 — —

2 1/1/1946 —4.80 -18.93 1413 |3 17171953 %‘166 - =

3 1/1/1953 ~11.20 —27.65 16.45 ‘; iﬁﬁggﬁ 18'32 - -

4 1/1/1958 ~15.52 -19.15 3.63 | > s o - -

5 1/1/1965 —28.47 -41.15 12.68 : - -

6 1/1/1968 —51.44 _41.43 -10.00 | 7 1/1/1973 10.64 1.87 8.77

7 1/1/1973 ~57.25 —45.00 ~12.25 g 1/1/1978 iogg 1.65 8.99

8 V1/1978 —55.29 -39.74 ~15.55 1/1/1981 0. 0.92 9.70

9 1/1/1981 —58.50 -39.95 ~18.54




TABLE 15.—Comparison between simulated and measured water levels at the end of each pumping period— Continued

TABLE 15

H145

Simulated
water level

Pumping

period End date

Measured
water level

Water-level
difference

Pumping

period End date

Simulated
water level

Measured
water level

Water-level
difference

LOWER KIRKWOOD-COHANSEY AQUIFER AND

CONFINED KIRKWOOD AQUIFER (A8)—Continued

Qoooqcncn.kcomr—tg WOo0-IO Ui WD+

WELL 29-17 NODE 19, 36
1/1/1921 8.56 — -
1/1/1946 7.91 - -
1/1/1953 7.28 — —
1/1/1958 6.90 — —
1/1/1965 6.26 4.89 1.37
1/1/1968 5.78 4.39 1.38
1/1/1973 4.93 4.36 0.57
1/1/1978 4.24 4.46 —0.22
1/1/1981 3.92 3.85 0.07

ELL 29-514 NODE 18, 33
1/11921 45.04 — —
1/1/1946 45.02 - —
1/1/1953 45.00 - —
1/1/1958 44.99 — —
1/1/1965 44.97 35.90 9.07
1/1/1968 44.96 36.44 8.52
1/1/1973 44.93 37.83 7.10
1/1/1978 44.84 34.48 10.37
1/1/1981 44.81 35.91 8.89
UPPER KIRKWOOD-COHANSEY AQUIFER (A9)

WELL 5-570 NODE 16, 25

1 1/1/1921 44.12 — -

2 1/1/1946 44.11 — —

3 1/1/1953 44.11 — —

4 1/1/1958 44.11 48.17 —4.06

5 1/1/1965 44.11 49.72 —b.61

6 1/1/1968 44.10 49.82 —5.72

7 1/1/1973 44.10 56.30 —12.20

8 1/1/1978 44.09 48.37 —4.27

9 1/1/1981 44.09 49.05 —4.96

WELL 5-628 NODE 16, 29

1 1/1/1921 75.71 — -

2 1/1/1946 75.71 77.06 -1.35

3 1/1/1953 75.71 77.23 -1.52

4 1/1/1958 75.711 76.56 —0.85

5 1/1/1965 75.71 76.55 -0.85

6 1/1/1968 75.70 76.97 -1.26

7 1/1/1973 75.70 77.85 -2.15

8 1/1/1978 75.70 77.60 —1.90

9 1/1/1981 75.70 75.74 —0.05

WELL 5-689 NODE 14, 31

1 1/1/1921 123.52 — —

2 1/1/1946 123.52 — —

3 1/1/1953 123.51 — -

4 1/1/1958 123.51 127.70 —4.19

5 1/1/1965 123.50 129.15 —b5.64

6 1/1/1968 123.50 130.10 —-6.60

7 1/1/1973 123.49 135.32 —11.83

8 1/1/1978 123.49 131.75 —8.27

9 1/1/1981 123.48 128.44 —4.96

UPPER KIRKWGOOD-COHANSEY AQUIFER (A9)—Ceontinued

WELL 7-503  NODE 9, 20

1 1/1/1921 137.97
2 1/1/1946 137.96
3 1/1/1953 137.94
4 1/1/1958 137.93
5 1/1/1965 137.91
6 1/1/1968 137.90
7 1/1/1973 137.87
8 1/1/1978 137.84
9 1/1/1981 137.82
WELL 9-23  NODE 19, 13
1 /111921 24.76
2 1/1/1946 24.74
3 1/1/1953 24.74
4 1/1/1958 24.73
5 1/1/1965 24.72
6 1/1/1968 24.71
7 1/1/1973 24.71
8 1/1/1978 24.70
9 1/1/1981 24.69
WELL 948  NODE 23, 7

1 1/1/1921 ~2.21
2 1/1/1946 -7.28
3 1/1/1953 ~10.53
4 1/1/1958 ~17.39
5 1/1/1965 ~20.23
6 1/1/1968 -20.35
7 111973 ~20.90
8 1/1/1978 —24.31
9 1/1/1981 -26.18
WELL 960 NODE 22, 8

1 1/1/1921 1.73
2 1/1/1946 —2.66
3 1/1/1953 -5.71
4 1/1/1958 ~11.96
5 1/1/1965 -17.37
6 1/1/1968 ~18.49
7 1/1/1973 ~19.63
8 1/1/1978 —24.41
9 1/1/1981 ~26.79
WELL 9-99  NODE 22, 11

1 1/1/1921 8.43
2 1/1/1946 6.81
3 1/1/1953 5.67
4 1/1/1958 3.41
5 1/1/1965 1.23
6 1/1/1968 0.72
7 1/1/1973 0.29
8 1/1/1978 ~1.40
9 1/1/1981 -2.19

-5.53
-8.71
—14.49
—15.35

5.06
4.70
5.58
6.11

4.04

~0.42

—6.41
—6.47
-3.24
—2.93
-2.94
-3.27

—13.69
—12.96
—10.92

-9.92
—11.45

-1.65
—3.47
—4.86
—5.81
—6.24
—6.23
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TaBLE 15.— Comparison between simulated and measured water levels at the end of each pumping period—Continued

REGIONAL AQUIFER SYSTEM ANALYSIS—NORTHERN ATLANTIC COASTAL PLAIN

Pumping

Simulated

Measured

Water-level

Pumping

Simulated

Measured

Water-level

period End date water level water level difference period End date water level water level difference
UPPER KIRKWOOD-COHANSEY AQUIFER (A9)— Continued HOLLY BEACH AQUIFER (A10)

WELL 11-141 NODE 16, 13 WELL 9-20 NODE 23, 6

1 1/1/1921 22.07 — - 1 1/1/1921 1.44 — -

2 1/1/1946 22.00 — - 2 1/1/1946 1.44 — -

3 1/1/1953 22.00 - - 3 1/1/1953 1.44 — -

4 1/1/1958 21.94 - - 4 1/1/1958 1.4 — -

-5 1/1/1965 21.65 12.78 8.87 5 1/1/1965 1.4 3.66 —-2.22

6 1/1/1968 21.20 13.00 8.20 6 1/1/1968 1.44 4.04 —2.60

7 1/1/1973 21.07 15.31 5.76 7 1/1/1973 1.44 5.19 -3.75

8 1/11978 21.01 13.25 7.76 8 1/1/1978 1.4 4.93 -3.49

9 1/1/1981 20.86 12.62 8.23 9 1/1/1981 1.44 3.95 -2.51

WELL 11-162 NODE 14, 13 WELL 9-26 NODE 23, 7

1 1/1/1921 61.88 — — 1 1171921 5.03 — —

2 1/1/1946 61.79 - - 2 1/1/1946 5.03 - -

3 1/1/1953 61.78 — — 3 1/1/1953 5.03 - -

4 1/1/1958 61.79 — - 4 1/1/1958 5.03 1.80 3.23

5 1/1/1965 61.64 - - 5 1/1/1965 5.03 1.61 3.42

6 1/1/1968 61.46 — — 6 1/1/1968 5.03 1.79 3.23

7 1/1/1973 61.31 62.11 —0.80 7 1/1/1973 5.03 2.24 2.78

8 1/1/1978 61.24 57.68 3.56 8 1/1/1978 5.03 1.67 3.35

9 1/1/1981 61.19 58.36 2.83 9 1/1/1981 5.02 1.50 3.53

WELL 11-188 NODE 9, 12 WELL 9-61 NODE 22, 8

1 1/1/1921 83.23 - - 1 1/1/1921 7.83 — -

2 1/1/1946 83.22 — - 2 1/1/1946 7.83 — —

3 1/1/1953 83.22 - — 3 1/1/1953 7.83 - -

4 1/1/1958 83.21 - — 4 1/1/1958 7.83 — -

5 1/1/1965 83.21 — — 5 1/1/1965 7.83 7.57 0.26

6 1/1/1968 83.03 - - 6 1/1/1968 7.83 8.38 —0.55

7 1/1/1973 82.96 71.20 11.76 7 1/1/1973 7.82 8.42 —0.61

8 1/1/1978 82.93 70.80 12.14 8 1/1/1978 7.81 7.50 0.31

9 1/1/1981 83.00 70.52 12.48 9 1/1/1981 7.80 7.30 0.51

WELL 29-20 NODE 19, 36 WELL 9-81 NODE 23, 10

1 1/1/1921 6.34 - — 1 1/1/1921 10.43 - —

2 1/1/1946 5.97 - — 2 1/1/1946 10.43 - -

3 1/1/1953 5.68 — — 3 1/1/1953 10.43 — -

4 1/1/1958 5.52 - - 4 1/1/1958 10.42 6.95 3.47

5 1/1/1965 5.25 4.29 0.96 5 1/1/1965 10.42 5.48 4.94

6 1/1/1968 5.03 4.40 0.63 6 1/1/1968 10.42 7.55 2.87

7 1/1/1973 4.67 4.7 -0.10 7 1/1/1973 10.42 7.96 2.46

8 1/1/1978 4.40 4.57 -0.17 8 1/1/1978 10.42 7.50 2.92

9 1/1/1981 4.28 4.12 0.16 9 1/1/1981 10.42 5.46 4.96

WELL 29486 NODE 13, 34 WELL 9-98 NODE 22, 11

1 1/1/1921 114,42 — — 1 1/1/1921 13.18 — —

2 1/1/1946 114.42 — - 2 1/1/1946 13.15 — -

3 1/1/1953 114.41 126.65 —-12.23 3 1/1/1953 13.12 — —

4 1/1/1958 114.41 123.65 -9.24 4 1/1/1958 13.10 — —

5 1/1/1965 114.40 123.85 —9.45 5 1/1/1965 13.07 - —

6 1/1/1968 114.39 124.55 —10.16 6 1/1/1968 13.06 — -

7 1/1/1973 114.22 128.60 —14.37 7 1/1/1973 13.17 17.14 —3.98

8 1/1/1978 113.64 123.95 -10.31 8 1/1/1978 13.16 16.02 —2.86

9 1/1/1981 113.39 123.93 —10.54 9 1/1/1981 13.16 14.37 -1.21




Selected Series of U.S. Geological Survey Publications

Books and Other Publications

Professional Papers report scientific data and interpretations
of lasting scientific interest that cover all facets of USGS inves-
tigations and research.

Bulletins contain significant data and interpretations that are of
lasting scientific interest but are generally more limited in
scope or geographic coverage than Professional Papers.

Water-Supply Papers are comprehensive reports that present
significant interpretive results of hydrologic investigations of
wide interest to professional geologists, hydrologists, and engi-
neers. The series covers investigations in all phases of hydrol-
ogy, including hydrogeology, availability of water, quality of
water, and use of water.

Circulars are reports of programmatic or scientific information
of an ephemeral nature; many present important scientific
information of wide popular interest. Circulars are distributed
at no cost to the public.

Fact Sheets communicate a wide variety of timely information
on USGS programs, projects, and research. They commonly
address issues of public interest. Fact Sheets generally are two
or four pages long and are distributed at no cost to the public.

Reports in the Digital Data Series (DDS) distribute large
amounts of data through digital media, including compact disc-
read-only memory (CD-ROM). They are high-quality, interpre-
tive publications designed as self-contained packages for view-
ing and interpreting data and typically contain data sets,
software to view the data, and explanatory text.

Water-Resources Investigations Reports are papers of an
interpretive nature made available to the public outside the for-
mal USGS publications series. Copies are produced on request
(unlike formal USGS publications) and are also available for
public inspection at depositories indicated in USGS catalogs.

Open-File Reports can consist of basic data, preliminary
reports, and a wide range of scientific documents on USGS
investigations. Open-File Reports are designed for fast release
and are available for public consultation at depositories.

Maps

Geologic Quadrangle Maps (GQ’s) are multicolor geologic
maps on topographic bases in 7.5- or 15-minute quadrangle
formats (scales mainly 1:24,000 or 1:62,500) showing bedrock,
surficial, or engineering geology. Maps generally include brief
texts; some maps include structure and columnar sections only.

Geophysical Investigations Maps (GP’s) are on topographic
or planimetric bases at various scales. They show results of
geophysical investigations using gravity, magnetic, seismic, or
radioactivity surveys, which provide data on subsurface struc-
tures that are of economic or geologic significance.

Miscellaneous Investigations Series Maps or Geologic
Investigations Series (I’s) are on planimetric or topographic
bases at various scales; they present a wide variety of format
and subject matter. The series also incudes 7.5-minute quadran-
gle photogeologic maps on planimetric bases and planetary
maps.

Information Periodicals

Metal Industry Indicators (MII’s) is a free monthly newslet-
ter that analyzes and forecasts the economic health of five
metal industries with composite leading and coincident
indexes: primary metals, steel, copper, primary and secondary
aluminum, and aluminum mill products.

Mineral Industry Surveys (MIS’s) are free periodic statistical
and economic reports designed to provide timely statistical data
on production, distribution, stocks, and consumption of signifi-
cant mineral commodities. The surveys are issued monthly,
quarterly, annually, or at other regular intervals, depending on
the need for current data. The MIS’s are published by commod-
ity as well as by State. A series of international MIS’s is also
available.

Published on an annual basis, Mineral Commodity Summa-
ries is the earliest Government publication to furnish estimates
covering nonfuel mineral industry data. Data sheets contain
information on the domestic industry structure, Government
programs, tariffs, and 5-year salient statistics for more than 90
individual minerals and materials.

The Minerals Yearbook discusses the performance of the
worldwide minerals and materials industry during a calendar
year, and it provides background information to assist in inter-
preting that performance. The Minerals Yearbook consists of
three volumes. Volume I, Metals and Minerals, contains chap-
ters about virtually all metallic and industrial mineral commod-
ities important to the U.S. economy. Volume II, Area Reports:
Domestic, contains a chapter on the minerals industry of each
of the 50 States and Puerto Rico and the Administered Islands.
Volume III, Area Reports: International, is published as four
separate reports. These reports collectively contain the latest
available mineral data on more than 190 foreign countries and
discuss the importance of minerals to the economies of these
nations and the United States.

Permanent Catalogs

“Publications of the U.S. Geological Survey, 1879-1961"
and “Publications of the U.S. Geological Survey, 1962
1970” are available in paperback book form and as a set of
microfiche.

“Pyblications of the U.S. Geological Survey, 1971-1981” is

available in paperback book form (two volumes, publications
listing and index) and as a set of microfiche.

Annual supplements for 1982, 1983, 1984, 1985, 1986, and
subsequent years are available in paperback book form.



