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INTRODUCTION RESULTS
_ _ _ Figure 4: Comparison of available water from A) 2014 and B) 2015 for different levels of residue management (FFR and LRR) under Fully Fertilized (FF) conditions.
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« To evaluate the combined effect of nitrogen fertilizer and residue
management on maize grain yield.

The FRR treatment showed higher available water content in the fully fertilized (FF) treatments in both years [Fig. 4A&B]. This trend continued into 2015, despite the evenly
spaced rain events, until August [Fig. 4B].

MATERIALS AND METHOD Figure 5: Comparison of available water from C) 2014 and D) 2015 for different levels of residue management (FFR and LRR) under No Fertilizer (NF) conditions.
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Low Residue Returned (LRR) treatment while all residue was
returned to the plot area after harvest for the Full Residue
Returned (FRR) treatment (Fig. 3).

« Adisc-ripper was employed as a primary tillage in the fall after
residue management.

For 2014, the available water trend between residue treatments was not as obvious [Fig. 5C] as observed in the fully fertilized treatments [Fig. 4A&B]. In contrast during
2015, the FRR treatment showed higher available water content in the FRR treatment throughout the entire season [Fig. 5D].

Figure 6: Cumulative precipitation, estimated evapotranspiration and growing degree units for the 2014 [E] and 2015 [F] growing seasons.
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The 2014 season was characterized by a colder spring, with two heavy rain events in the early season followed by a relatively dry summer [Fig. 6E]. The 2015 growing
season [Fig. 6F] started with a fairly early planting, followed by evenly distributed, sufficient rain events providing very favorable growing conditions for the crop.

Figure 7: Maize grain yield in two years, grouped by treatments SUMMARY
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