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Figure 1. Areal picture of the farmers field were the experiment was conducted.

Method 2 — Calculation of Daily Ratios Between Two Treatments:

Method 1 — Calculation of Different Variance Components:

using the appropriate flow values:

A8 First, calculate cumulative daily flow for the variable of interest (e.g.
flow volume, nutrient flow volume, etc) in the two sites.
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relationship can be established between the two sites (Fig. 2

M The greater water flow per hectare in the free drainage

site is mainly due to landscape positioning. Table 4. Summary of statistical analysis for the effect of controlled drainage on water flow.
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28 No relationship was observed between the two sites during
the treatment period (Fig. 4 c and d).

drainage sites (Fig. 5 a-d).
Means followed by the same lower case letter in the column, or upper case letter in the row are not
significantly different at the p-value 0.05.

Means followed by the same lower case letter in the column not significantly different at the
p-value 0.05.

28 The lack of a linear relationship between the controlled drainage site and free drainage site after the treatment period started limits

Because this is a unreplicated experiment, only one samples is collected in each experimental unit each year. the number of statistical procedures that can be applied to make inferences on treatment effects.

28 The use of t-test provide a simple way to compare unreplicated studies where only one observation per subject is possible during

Current statistical approaches do not help in answering the research questions. :
the coarse of one growing season.

What can be done? 28 The use of a beta distribution to compare the cumulative flow ratio seems to be the best approach to compare data from

unreplicated studies.
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How can we assess the effects of controlled drainage on water drainage and nutrient movement out of the field?



