Effects of Using Sheep to Manage Vineyard Cover Crops in Soil Labile C & N and Greenhouse Gas Emissions
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1. Soils under grazing and no-till will result in higher labile C and N.
2. Soils under grazing and tillage will result in higher GHG emissions.
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METHODS

« Soil Labile C & N Indicators:

Table 1. Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) of the soil labile C and N /nd/cators.

Signif. codes: p < 0.001 = “***

- p<0.01 = **; p<0.05 = “* p<0.1 = *

Figure 6. Ni flux mean values by day per hectare

SUMMARY & DISCUSSION

negative impact in soil health indicators.
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