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o Winter cover crop consisting of small grain (winter wheat or triticale) and brassica
(rapeseed).

Data Analysis Conclusions

* The main effect of fertilizer treatment and the interaction with time was determined with
ANOVA using SAS proc glimmix for all runoff events > 0.06 or 0.08 inches for 2015/16
and 2016/17 water years respectively. Data required square root or log transformations

 Spring subsurface placement of P fertilizer maintains smaller dissolved P
concentrations in runoff water compared to fall broadcast fertilizer application.
 Spring subsurface P placement decreased total P concentrations in runoff,
primarily because of decreased dissolved P.

e Subsurface P placement remains the best management practice for reducing P
loss from agricultural fields, even if broadcast applications are made at times
when runoff is reduced.

to normalize residuals.

* Runoff events, numbered chronologically by day after 1 Jan. 1900, were entered in the
model as a repeated measure with compound symmetry covariance structure.

* Results are presented as back-transformed means, averaged over cover crop treatments.
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samples, and monitoring precipitation at watershed outlets.




