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Experiment 1: Study Site Validation &

Biophysical Modeling: AgrolBIS-VSF
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» Dane County, south-central Wisconsin
« 50 acre commercial cornfield with ~8 m of topographic relief.
 Soil primarily silt loam, with loam & sandy loam at higher

* Yield data collected using GPS-equipped combine.

« GW data interpolated between monitoring wells in/surrounding
field (not shown) at 3-hr resolution.
 Soll texture sampled at 61 random points within field, particle
size distribution calculated using Beckman-Coulter LS230.
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GW yield subsidy

experience a groundwater yield penalty
during wet years

« Areas with intermediate groundwater
experience a groundwater yield subsidy
during dry years and are more drought
resistant

« Regions with no groundwater influence
experience yleld losses during both years

«  Optimum WTD is a function of soll type
and growing season weather conditions

« Coarser soll increases the probability of
recelving a groundwater yield subsidy

 Closing yield gaps requires understanding
iINnteractions between WTD, soll texture,
and weather
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