
MANAGE summary indicators - Chepachet wellhead protection areas
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2.9 12.6 4.5 17.1 3.3% 0.8 64% 8% 19% 3% 5% 24% 15% 59% 2%
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51.5% 32% 45% 29% 5% 8% 560 0.53 45 18 27 8.9 18.1 0.9 33%
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67% 1290 516 774 256 518 25 82 174 

Note: Runoff and nutrient loading estimates based on local RIGS land use and soils data, local research on nitrogen leaching, and assumptions from literature review.
Nutrient loading estimates represent potential sources entering runoff or groundwater recharge. 
Nutrient removal in surface or groundwater is not quantified but depends on multiple factors such as extent and location of developed land, extent of wetlands and forest, 
soil types, and undeveloped shoreline buffers .

 


