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Background and Justification Results and Discussion
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Location Figure 2. Peak runoff rate by event for 2016 and 2017 (asterisks indicate Figure 3. Time to peak runoff by event for 2016 and 2017 (asterisks indicate
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Field Instrumentation and Cropping System
* 18 0.5-ha watersheds equipped with 0.46-m H-flumes and ISCO 6700 and 6712
automated water samplers. 00 000
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, , Figure 4. Runoff duration by event for 2016 and 2017 (asterisks indicate Figure 5. Total suspended solids concentrations for runoff events event in 2016
o Fall Broadcast — 24 kg P /ha broadcast annually on soil surface in the fall. . epe . - , . . e . ege . rp s
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at planting.
P o study, with significant decreases in 15 of 17 events.
= 2 levels of cover crop management
O No cover crop 025 . 03 ¢
O winter cover crop consisting of small grain (winter wheat or triticale) and brassica T — | fongertimetopeakruncly lower;eak_" " longer time to peak runoff .
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runoff rate
Data Analysis %015 % - * Although cover crops can influence the volume of runoff for an individual event, the
* The main effect of cover crop on runoff volume was determined with ANOVA by event ] 106 (No Cover Crop) ¥ 015 ——104{No Cover Crop) effect is not consistent, sometimes increasing or decreasing runoff
using SAS proc glimmix for all runoff events > 2 mm (n=32). Data required square root $ 01 103 (Cover Crop) % 101 (CoverCrop) * Cover crops tend to extend the time to peak runoff and reduce the peak runoff
© over Lro T 0.1
transformation to normalize residuals. Results are presented as back-transformed means. 0 0 rate, which would reduce erosive force of runoff.
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* Hydrograph characteristics of time to initiation of runoff, peak runoff rate, time to peak 0.05 > seruret * Cover crops tend to increase the overall duration of runoff, which explains the lack
runoff, and duration of runoff were determined from hydrographs for events in 2016 and 0 oo 0 /. of effect on runoff volume or occasional increase in runoff volume.
2017 (n=18) and analyzed by the same statistical procedures as described above. B T * Changes in hydrograph characteristics could help explain cover crop effects on
Example hydrographs illustrating decreases in peak runoff, delayed peak
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