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2 Project Goals

1. Identify and quantify sources of nitrate in groundwater
2. Evaluate practices that reduce leaching and are feasible
3. Engage the local farming community in the research

What Practices Do Farmers Use?
(2012 survey results)
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Non-Sources — native range
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Non-Sources — Shale
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5 Sources:

Soil O.M. vs Fertilizer
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6 Mgmt Practice Effects on Leachlng
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Impacts on Net Revenue 2013-2014
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Evidence of Project Impacts

Results of 2015 Farm Survey
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