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Figure 1. The effect of water content on respiration in two soils — Clarion loam (red) and Spartan loamy sand (yellow). (a)
MATE RIALS & M ETH ODS boxplots showing 10, 25, Median, 75" and 90t percentiles of 24-hour CO, production, and bars represent coefficient of

variation (%). (b) normalized CO, production versus coefficient of variation for each soil, with bubbles representing the water

1. Experiment 1 (Figure. 1): content as % water holding capacity.
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Diversified Rotation Corn-Soy + Synthetic Fertilizer Corn-Soy-Oat/Alfalfa-Alfalfa + Manure 16 @1 80- 601
Organic Mar Corn-Soy + Synthetic Fertilizer Corn-Soy-Oat/Alfalfa-Alfalfa + Manure 12 [10] 40 == = 1 40 . z !
Perennial Groundcover Cont. Corn Cont. Corn + Kentucky Bluegrass 3 1] 20H 20H n n “ n 20
No-tillage Corn-Soy with Moldboard Plow Corn-Soy with No-tillage 16 [12]
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* 4x water content treatments: 20%, 30%, 50%, 60% Water Content (% MWHC)
(20% and 30% were optimal in Experiment 1 — see Figure 1) \:‘ Conventional Practice Dsoil Health Promoting Practice
CO,—Burst in both experiments was measured using MicroResp Figure 2. The effect of 20, 30, 50, and 60% of MWHC on 24 h CO, production for nine soil health promoting practices. Small Isd values donate a significant (p <0.1)
H difference between conventional and soil health treatments. Large Isd values donate a significant (p <0.1) difference between water contents.
for 24 h at 6 h increments [13]
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