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Abstract: The role of tillage practices on soil aggregate properties has been mainly addressed at the
pedon scale (i.e., soilscape scale) by treating landscape elements as disconnected. However, there is
observed heterogeneity in aggregate properties along flowpaths, suggesting that landscape scale
hydraulic processes are also important. This study examines this supposition using field, laboratory
and modeling analysis to assess aggregate size and stability along flowpaths under different
management conditions: (1) tillage-induced abrasion effects on aggregate size were evaluated with
the dry mean weight diameter (DMWD); (2) raindrop impact effects were evaluated with small
macroaggregate stability (SMAGGSTAB) using rainfall simulators; and (3) these aggregate proxies
were studied in the context of connectivity through the excess bed shear stress (δ), quantified using
a physically-based landscape model. DMWD and SMAGGSTAB decreased along the flowpaths
for all managements, and a negative correspondence between the proxies and δ was observed.
δ captured roughness effects on connectivity along the flowpaths: highest connectivity was
noted for parallel-ridge-till flowpaths, where δ ranged from 0–8.2 Pa, and lowest connectivity for
contour-ridge-till flowpaths, where δ ranged from 0–1.1 Pa. High tillage intensity likely led to an
increase in aggregate susceptibility to hydraulic forcing, reflected in the higher gradients of aggregate
size and stability trendlines with respect to δ. Finally, a linear relationship between DMWD and
SMAGGSTAB was established.

Keywords: aggregate stability; dry aggregate size distribution; hydraulic connectivity; agricultural
management practices; rainfall simulator; erosion processes and mechanics; climatic and
human impacts

1. Introduction

Agricultural management practices associated with tillage have been shown to impact soil
aggregate size characteristics and stability through the mechanized weakening and breaking of
the aggregate structure, i.e., organized groupings of different size soil grains and organic material
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with defined void spacing [1–4]. The repeated disturbance to the soil increases the recovery time
needed for the cohesion between soil particles and organic material to strengthen and build aggregate
structure [5,6]. During a season, the tillage disturbances can shift the fraction of the aggregate
size distribution towards the lower size range of 0.25–2.0 mm, hereafter referred to as the SMall
macroAGGregate (SMAGG) [7] based on the hierarchical classification of Oades and Waters [5]. Thus,
differences in SMAGG size fractions have been found to be associated with differences in land use and
management [8–10].

Tillage also reduces residue cover, leaving the soil surface exposed and vulnerable to rainfall and
runoff processes [11,12]. During a rainfall event, kinetic energy is transferred from falling raindrops
into the soil aggregate structure upon impact [13–15]. When the applied raindrop kinetic energy
exceeds the internal molecular bond strength of the soil aggregate, the aggregate structure fails [16].
Additionally, rainwater penetrates the void spaces of the aggregate structure, and, as the excess internal
pore pressure builds up, it causes the aggregate to disaggregate [17]. The disaggregated soil fragments
can become more easily entrained by fluid forces and transported downslope [18,19]. Entrained soil
aggregates within overland flow are also further subject to hydraulic forces and breakdown during
transport [20,21].

An extensive literature survey reveals that the following key approaches have been used to
quantify the role of management on soil aggregate size characteristics and stability: (1) the use of dry
sieving [22–24] in order to make inferences regarding the degree of abrasion to the soil triggered by
tillage and, thus, its quality [25,26], and (2) the use of rainfall simulation or wet sieving tests, in order
to account for the rate of wetting on the slaking and breakdown of soil aggregates [10,15,16,27–31].
Rainfall simulation tests are preferred against wet sieving tests, when trying to mimic breakdown
under applied raindrop kinetic energy [6,17]. Most of the aforementioned studies have focused on
large macroaggregates or clod-sized fractions (>2 mm), not on the SMAGG fraction, even though the
spatial redistribution of SMAGG fraction has been found to be most sensitive to management practices,
such as tillage intensity, compared to larger size fractions [8–10,32]. Therefore, there is a degree of
uncertainty in their findings and their interpretation.

In addition, most of these aforementioned studies are limited to aggregate characterization at the
soilscape scale, defined as a cluster of polypedons with homogenous composition of soil [19,33,34],
by treating landscape elements as disconnected, i.e., independent from each other. Extension of
their findings to actual landscapes, which consist of a series of interconnected soilscapes, is therefore
challenging. Connectivity is influenced by management. The heterogeneity in landscape properties and
fluxes controls the dynamic patterns of aggregate mobilization, transport, breakdown, and deposition
by flow within the landscape [35–43]. There are studies that have examined aggregate properties at
different hillslope positions and found significant spatial heterogeneity in aggregate stability amongst
positions—e.g., [44,45]. However, these studies have not examined the effects of landscape hydraulic
connectivity on aggregate stability along the same flow pathway with homogeneous management and
soil texture, and, thus, the role of hydraulic connectivity on the variability in aggregate stability across
a landscape is unknown.

The breakdown of aggregates in overland flow (in a laboratory flume) under different roughness
conditions was studied by Wang et al. [21], who found that hydraulic properties controlling bed
shear action, such as flow depth and friction factor, play a significant role in aggregate breakdown
with distance. They also found that the degree to which the hydraulic properties affect breakdown is
dependent on the aggregate size fraction. Their findings, along with the findings from the other studies
mentioned above, suggest that hydraulic connectivity along with management practice dictate the size
distribution and stability of aggregates found on the landscape. However, no study has systematically
interlinked soil aggregate properties (size and stability) to flowpaths and hydraulic connectivity under
different management practices. We posit that the degree of spatial heterogeneity in both aggregate size
distribution and stability along a flow pathway is affected by both hydraulic connectivity and the type
and intensity of tillage practices [11,12,46–49] (tillage intensity herein refers to the number of tillage
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occurrences, and the type and severity of the disturbance i.e., tillage depth and percentage of disturbed
area [50]—more frequent and severe disturbances to the soil are considered to be of high intensity,
whereas less frequent and minimal disturbance is considered to be of low intensity). It is assumed
therefore that the spatial heterogeneity of the aggregate proxies should reflect the spatial heterogeneity
of hydraulic connectivity and management across dominant flowpaths of the landscape [45] (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Conceptual sketch of flowpath connectivity within a hillslope.

Addressing the above supposition requires a method for examining the role of hydraulic
connectivity on aggregate size distribution and stability under different management practices.
While rainfall simulators can be effectively used to capture the effects of raindrop-induced breakdown
on SMAGG properties, they do not consider the role of hydraulic bed shear action along a flowpath and,
thus, cannot be used to examine the role of hydraulic connectivity under different management
practices [16]. Physically-based landscape models [49,51,52] can be used to close this research gap by
serving as tools to link the action of bed shear with SMAGG properties along a flowpath, provided
that they can capture the feedback between flow and roughness (management-controlled) effectively.
The enhanced WEPP model by Papanicolaou et al. [49] satisfies this condition and, thus, can be
used to improve our understanding of SMAGG properties along a flow pathway under different
management practices.

The goal of this study is to examine the size distribution and stability of SMAGGs at different
hillslope locations and under different management practices, within the context of hydraulic
connectivity. The study is performed at the Clear Creek watershed, a site of the Intensely Managed
Landscapes Critical Zone Observatory in southeastern Iowa in the U.S. Midwest, where management
practices related to tillage and surface roughness modification and their resultant effects on runoff
allow us to study the roles of tillage and hydraulic connectivity on aggregate properties. The nature of
the proposed study is unique, as it considers a holistic assessment of aggregate properties using field,
laboratory and computational analysis: (i) we evaluate the role of tillage-induced abrasion on aggregate
size distribution through measurement of the dry mean weight diameter (DMWD); (ii) we account
for the raindrop impact kinetic energy through measurement of SMAGG stability (SMAGGSTAB)
using rainfall simulation tests; (iii) finally, we consider the two aggregate proxies in the context
of flowpath hydraulic connectivity through the bed shear stress, which is computed using the
Papanicolaou et al. [49] modeling framework that encompasses landscape connectivity and roughness
features (i.e., random roughness, oriented roughness, and row orientation) resulting from three
different tillage regimes.
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2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Site Description

This study was conducted in southeastern Iowa within agricultural fields of the Clear Creek
Watershed (CCW), Iowa (41.74◦ N, −91.94◦ W), which is part of the U.S. National Science Foundation
Intensely Managed Landscapes Critical Zone Observatory [53] (Figure 2). In CCW, the mean annual
precipitation is 889 mm/year and temperature is 9 ◦C, with convective storms dominating late
spring-early summer months [54]. The growing season lasts 180 days on average. The watershed is
situated in the Southern Iowa Drift Plain, which has a rolling topography and many small streams.
Hillslope gradients at the study sites range between 4% and 9%. Mollisols and Alfisols are the dominant
soil orders found within the watershed. Loess deposits in the watershed, with depths up to 9 m [55],
lead to very productive agricultural lands, but the soils are also highly erodible under the intensive
land management [12,56].
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Three study sites under corn–soybean rotations with similar soil textures and surface gradients
were carefully selected to isolate the role of tillage and row orientation on aggregate size distribution
and stability (Figure 2; Table 1). Historically, these sites have been under agricultural production for
approximately 100 years and were prairie lands before that [19]. Although all the study sites were in
a corn–soybean rotation, each had a unique management treatment and tillage intensity common to
the watershed and region. Figure 3 provides a conceptual sketch of the three treatments. The first
treatment was a 3-year, spring-till corn, ridge-till corn, and no-till soybean rotation. This treatment
was a low-intensity tillage practice. The rows had an average ridge height of 10 cm (i.e., from crest
to trough) and oriented along elevation contours, perpendicular to the downslope flow pathway
(Figure 3a). This treatment is designated hereafter as Contour Ridge Tillage-Low Intensity (CRT-LI).
The second treatment was similar to the first in terms of rotation and intensity; however, the rows
were oriented parallel to the downslope flow pathway (Figure 3b). It is designated as Parallel Ridge
Tillage-Low Intensity (PRT-LI). The third treatment was a spring-till corn, fall-till soybean rotation.
The rows were oriented along elevation contours, perpendicular to the downslope flow pathway with a
low roughness height, i.e., approximately 2 cm, due to the absence of ridges (Figure 3c). The tillage was
more intense than CRT-LI and PRT-LI. This treatment is designated hereafter as Contour Tillage-High
Intensity (CT-HI).
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Figure 3. Field pictures and conceptual sketches of the flow pathways sampled in the study sites:
(a) Contour Ridge Tillage-Low Intensity (CRT-LI), a spring-till corn, ridge-till corn, no-till soybean
low-intensity tillage system, where rows were oriented perpendicular to the downslope flow pathway
(shown as red arrow); (b) Parallel Ridge Tillage-Low Intensity (PRT-LI), a spring-till corn, ridge-till corn,
no-till soybean low-intensity tillage system, where rows were oriented parallel to the downslope
flow pathway; and (c) Contour Tillage-High Intensity (CT-HI), a spring-till corn, fall-till soybean
high-intensity tillage system, where strip rows were oriented perpendicular to the downslope flow
pathway. The yellow dashed lines in the field pictures represent the oriented roughness pattern.

The Soil Disturbance Rating (SDR) [57] was employed to characterize the level of tillage intensity
for the different treatments. The SDR index considers the impact of the agricultural equipment
used in a particular management strategy through soil inversion, mixing, lifting, shattering, aeration,
and compaction treatments. CRT-LI and PRT-LI treatments had an SDR index value of 32, as opposed
to a value of 53 for CT-HI [58].
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Table 1. General site characteristics.

Site
Soil Texture (%) a Bulk Density

(g cm−3) b
Soil Organic
Carbon (%) c pH d Flowpath

Length (m)
Slope

(%)Sand Silt Clay

Contour Ridge
Tillage-Low

Intensity (CRT-LI)
1.9 71.0 27.1 0.95 2.0 6.0 450 6.5

Parallel Ridge
Tillage-Low

Intensity (PRT-LI)
3.4 71.0 23.6 1.04 1.9 6.6 150 8.4

Contour
Tillage-High

Intensity (CT-HI)
4.1 69.5 26.4 0.95 2.0 6.2 225 5.7

Note: Methods used in soil analysis: a pipette method [59]; b ring method [60]; c elemental analyzer [31]; d 1:2 soil
water [61].

2.2. Flow Pathway Determination and Soil Sampling

The dominant flow pathways within each study field were determined by conducting geospatial
analysis with the ArcMap 10.1 software (ESRI, Redlands, CA, USA) [62]. LiDAR data obtained from
Iowa Geodata [63] were used to develop a 1-m resolution raster digital elevation model (DEM) of
each study area. The DEM was then filled using the spatial analyst toolset to remove any artifacts in
the DEM. To calculate the direction that water would flow out of each cell, the spatial analyst toolset
was used to determine the steepest descent path of each cell to one of eight neighboring adjacent cells
based on elevation [64]. From the steepest descents, a representative flow pathway was identified at
each study site and selected for the sampling. As an example, the identified flow pathways for the
CT-HI site are shown in Figure 4.
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Figure 4. Sampling location selection using geospatial analysis: LIDAR data were used to generate a
1-m resolution digital elevation map for the study site. Elevation data were then analyzed to develop a
flow direction map and isolate the dominant flow pathways (white arrow) that were sampled (green
star) along the downslope.
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Four sampling locations were identified along each flowpath for each study site. At each location,
five replicate surface soil samples were collected from a depth of 0–5 cm within a 4-m2 area
(see Figures 2 and 4). On collection, samples were maintained at field-moist conditions for later
processing and analyses. The samples were collected in the spring time of 2014 and 2015 before any
tillage disturbance or planting.

2.3. Aggregate Size Distribution

Figure 5A provides an overview of the sample processing steps. The collected soil samples were
passed through an 8-mm sieve to remove coarse litter fractions, and then allowed to air dry for a period
of three weeks [65]. Approximately 125 g of the air-dried sample were dry sieved using an orbital
shaker table and a nest of sieves with square openings. The following nine size classes were obtained:
>2.00 mm; 2.00–1.70 mm; 1.70–1.40 mm; 1.40–1.18 mm; 1.18–1.00 mm; 1.00–0.85 mm; 0.85–0.60 mm;
0.60–0.25 mm; <0.25 mm. The sample was shaken at the lowest possible speed of 30 rpm and the mass
of the size fraction retained on each sieve checked at 5 min and 10 mins to ensure that it remained
the same, and that the samples were not being significantly impacted by the slow circular shaking
motion of the shaker [6,66,67].Geosciences 2018, 8, x FOR PEER REVIEW  8 of 19 
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Figure 5. (A) sample pre-processing steps to determine the dry mean weight diameter (DMWD)
and isolate the small macroaggregate (SMAGG) size fraction to be tested for stability using the
rainfall simulator; (B) plan view sketch of the rainfall simulator setup, front view photo of the rainfall
simulator setup and plan view of the sieve setup for the aggregate stability tests; (C) steps followed to
quantify SMAGG stability (SMAGGSTAB).
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The weights of each size fraction were used to determine the sample dry mean weight diameter
(DMWD) using the following equation [24,68]:

DMWD =
n

∑
i=1

xiwi, (1)

where xi is the mean diameter of each size class (mm); wi is the weight percentage of each size fraction
with respect to the total sample; i is the respective size class; and n is the number of size classes. The dry
mean weight diameter is an index that has been used to reflect degrees of tillage intensity on aggregate
size distribution [24,69], and more importantly, the aggregate properties, i.e., more strongly aggregated
soil will have a higher mean weight diameter, and vice versa.

After developing the dry aggregate size distribution, the size fractions within the SMAGG range
(0.25–2.00 mm) were recombined and used for the aggregate stability tests.

2.4. Aggregate Stability Analysis

To determine aggregate stability under raindrop impact, air dried SMAGG samples were
distributed evenly atop 0.25 mm sieves, which overlaid catch pans to collect slaked material during
rainfall simulator tests (Figure 5B) [6]. No pre-wetting of samples was performed to ensure the initial
moisture content was similar for all samples [13,70,71]. A Norton Ladder Multiple Intensity Rainfall
Simulator was used to mimic the effect of raindrop impact on SMAGG stability [72]. The rainfall
simulator was calibrated using a disdrometer to ensure a natural raindrop distribution was delivered
over the sample area. The drop size distribution was controlled by the V-jet nozzle type and pressure
setting (pressure was set at 6 PSI (pounds per square inch) and measured with the disdrometer [73].
The raindrop size distribution agreed well with the Marshall–Palmer distribution, a commonly
accepted distribution for natural raindrop sizes [74].

For each stability test, a rainfall intensity of 60 mm/h was used. This intensity corresponds to
1-h/25-year intensity storm [75] and it was selected based on prior studies that have examined the
breakdown of soil aggregates under applied rainfall [15,32,76,77]. To confirm that simulated rainfall
was delivered uniformly, six testing locations (Figure 5B) were established underneath the simulator,
which covered an effective area of 3 m2. Rainfall accumulation rates were quantified using the area
of the collection containers (324 cm2). The mean rainfall intensity for the six testing locations was
60.79 ± 1.38 mm h−1, which corresponds to a variability of only 2% between locations.

Following established procedures [32], the rainfall was applied for 5 min for each test, supplying
approximately 0.72 J of kinetic energy. The kinetic energy corresponding to this distribution of
raindrops was estimated using the equations from [78–80]. Following the 5-min test, both the material
retained atop the 0.25 mm sieves and the material slaked into the catch pans were transferred to
separate drying pans (Figure 5C). The retained and slaked fractions were then oven-dried at 60 ◦C for
24 h. The SMAGG stability, hereafter SMAGGSTAB, was determined using the following relation [32]:

SMAGGSTAB =
Mr

Mtot
=

Mtot − Mslk
Mtot

, (2)

where Mr is the dry mass of the material retained on the sieve; Mtot is the initial dry mass of the
SMAGG sample; and Mslk is the dry mass of material collected in the catch pan.

2.5. Quantification of Hydraulic Connectivity

Hydraulic connectivity was quantified by determining key overland flow variables with an
enhanced version of the Water Erosion Prediction Project (WEPP) upland erosion model [39] for each
of the flowpaths described in Section 2.2. Model inputs included a description of the downslope
gradient/curvature, soil texture, management, and climate. The downslope gradient/curvature was
obtained from the lidar-derived DEM described in Section 2.2. The soil texture along the flow pathway
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was specified from the sample analyses, as well as from previous studies at the sites [12,81] for
deeper soil layers. The specified management practices corresponded to those described in Section 2.1.
For consistency with the aggregate stability tests, the simulated storm event corresponded to the
25-year return period event (see Section 2.4). This simulated storm, which was obtained from rain
gauge data [82], is representative of the study region and falls within the 90th–99th percentile of storms
at the area [12,82].

Model simulation outputs included downslope profiles of the key overland flow variables
that control the hydraulic forcing on surface aggregates [21], i.e., flow discharge, velocity, depth,
and friction factor. These profiles were encapsulated into a single parameter profile, i.e., the applied
shear stress profile, calculated and used as a proxy for hydraulic connectivity, for the sake of a
physically-based representation of the hydraulic forcing on soil aggregates. The applied shear stress,
τ (Pa), is related to the above key hydraulic parameters as follows:

τ =
f
8

ρu2 =
f
8

ρ
( q

h

)2
, (3)

where f is the Darcy–Weisbach friction factor (-), u is the depth-averaged flow velocity (m/s) q is the
unit flow discharge (m3/s/m), h is the flow depth (m), and ρ is the water density (kg m−3). To account
for the soil resistance characteristics at the study sites and the resulting hydraulic forcing on dislodged,
entrained, and transported aggregates by overland flow, a profile of the excess shear stress, δ,
defined here as the difference between the applied shear stress and the critical soil shear stress,
τc, (i.e., δ = τ − τc) was derived for each flow pathway and used for the analyses. τc is representative
of the soil resistance and defined as the strength provided by interparticle forces of attraction or
repulsion acting at the microscopic level, including electrostatic forces, van der Waals forces, hydration
forces and biological forces [83,84]. A calibrated baseline value of 3.5 Pa for τc was adopted for the sites,
following previous work [12,85,86]. This baseline value was adjusted for tillage type with the WEPP
relationship that accounts for roughness and consolidation effects [86]. The adjusted critical shear
stress values for the low-intensity tillage sites (CRT-LI and PRT-LI) and the high-intensity tillage site
(CT-HI) were estimated as 5.46 Pa and 3.84 Pa, respectively. Finally, the event-averaged local excess
shear stress profile was determined, representing the characteristic excess shear stress experienced by
surface aggregates at any given point along the pathway. This was done to account for the hydraulic
forces acting on in situ aggregates and against their interparticle cohesion forces. Values of the excess
shear stress at the soil sampling locations were extracted from the profiles and used to represent the
hydraulic characteristics corresponding to the sampled soils.

2.6. Statistical Analysis

Analysis of Variance (ANOVA) tests were made to determine if there were statistically significant
differences between different hillslope positions for each management treatment. To meet the
assumptions of the ANOVA test, the Shapiro–Wilk test was used to assess normality and the
Brown–Forsythe Test was used for equal variance testing. In addition, Fischer–Snedecor (F) tests
of coincidence of regression equations were performed to assess if aggregate size and stability
versus downslope distance and local excess shear stress trendlines obtained for various management
conditions were significantly different [87]. Statistical analysis was performed using Sigma Plot 13.0.
Significance level was set at 0.05.

3. Results and Discussion

3.1. Aggregate Size Distribution and Stability

At all sites, DMWD and SMAGGSTAB decreased with downslope distance along the key flow
pathways following a linear trend (Table 2; Figure 6). For each landscape position, the coefficient
of variation for the measured values of DMWD and SMAGGSTAB ranged between 2.2% and 26.3%,
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with the lower mean variability values reported for CRT-LI, and higher mean variability values for
CT-HI (Table 2). F-tests for coincidence of trendlines showed that the trendline for each treatment,
was significantly different from the trendlines of the other treatments (p < 0.05) for both DMWD
and SMAGGSTAB. Since management type and intensity did not vary in the downslope direction,
the observed differences in the trends of DMWD and SMAGGSTAB along the flow pathways and
between the three types of managements should reflect the effects of hydraulic connectivity and tillage.

Table 2. Mean and standard deviation values of the dry mean weight diameter (DMWD) and small
macroaggregate stability (SMAGGSTAB) measured along the flowpaths for each sampled site.

Management Landscape
Position *

DMWD (mm) SMAGGSTAB

Mean Std Dev Mean Std Dev

Contour Ridge Tillage-Low
Intensity (CRT-LI)

1 1.266 0.08 0.952 0.021
2 1.231 0.16 0.945 0.045
3 1.152 0.10 0.946 0.024
4 1.153 0.13 0.921 0.022

Parallel Ridge Tillage-Low
Intensity (PRT-LI)

1 1.208 0.17 0.948 0.048
2 1.200 0.13 0.918 0.060
3 1.088 0.13 0.899 0.033
4 0.975 0.18 0.885 0.068

Contour Tillage-High
Intensity (CT-HI)

1 0.928 0.12 0.888 0.044
2 0.887 0.21 0.877 0.056
3 0.818 0.11 0.857 0.057
4 0.722 0.19 0.820 0.127

* Landscape positon has a value of 1 to 4 to reflect location sample was collected (1 being top and 4 the bottom of
the flowpath).
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Soil surface roughness produced by the various tillage practices introduces a level of overland
flow control within a field, which affects hydraulic connectivity [49], and, thus, the hydraulic forcing
on surface aggregates [21]. This is particularly true with regards to the row orientation relative to
the direction of the main flow pathway in a field (oriented roughness), which has implications to the
redistribution and downslope delivery of eroded material along the flow pathway [88]. For CRT-LI
and CT-HI, where the rows were oriented perpendicular to the flow pathway, a sequence of “steps and
pools” has been observed along the downslope [85]. This pattern reduced hydraulic connectivity by
retarding or even impeding runoff in certain locations, thereby potentially limiting the mobilization and
transport of aggregates as well as the hydraulic forcing exerted on them (i.e., reduced breakdown) [89].
Conversely, for PRT-LI, where the oriented roughness configuration was parallel to the main flow
pathways, higher flow concentration compared to CRT-LI and CT-HI treatments has been observed [19],
which is expected to promote hydraulic connectivity. Row orientation may qualitatively explain the
lower gradients of the DMWD and SMAGGSTAB trend lines for CRT-LI and CT-HI compared to PRT-LI.

3.2. The Role of Hydraulic Connectivity

To quantitatively investigate the role of hydraulic connectivity on the trends presented in the
previous section for the different management scenarios, the DMWD and SMAGGSTAB values were
plotted against their corresponding local excess shear stress (δ) values on the landscape, computed with
the Papanicolaou et al. [39] framework (Figure 7). A consistent decrease was noted in both DMWD
and SMAGGSTAB with an increase in δ for all three management treatments. Two data groups
were identified, i.e., low-intensity tillage (CRT-LI and PRT-LI), and high-intensity tillage (CT-HI),
which fell into statistically different (p < 0.05) linear trend lines. Differences in the low-intensity
and high-intensity tillage fields were apparent based on the gradient of the trendlines (Figure 7).
The influence of tillage intensity on the observed trends is attributed to the profound effect that tillage
operations can have on aggregate size through soil abrasion and soil quality through hydrologic
weakening [6]. The results indicate that a high SDR index value is associated with reduction in
aggregate size. This likely leads to an increase in aggregate susceptibility, which results in decrease
of the slope of both aggregate size and stability trendlines (Figure 7). This is in accordance with the
findings from other studies that have shown that conventionally-tilled sites have smaller aggregate
size fractions compared to reduced- or no-till sites [7,90–92]. Other studies have also observed
higher aggregate stability in soils under reduced-tillage compared to conventional-tillage [26,93,94].
The above suggest that both δ and SDR should be considered when examining the variability in
DMWD and SMAGGSTAB on a landscape in order to account for the roles of hydraulic connectivity
and management.

Overall, the high Pearson correlation coefficients (Figure 7) suggest that the modeled local excess
shear stress may be related to flowpath hydraulic connectivity and subsequent changes to aggregate
size and stability for the different management conditions. The excess shear stress encapsulates the role
of roughness features on aggregate size characteristics by accounting for the friction drag experienced
by the aggregates. The estimated excess shear stress values exhibited different ranges over the
flowpaths under the different management treatments, as illustrated in Figure 7. The excess shear stress
for CRT-LI and CT-HI ranged from 0 to 1.10 Pa and 3.95 to 5.50 Pa, respectively, reflecting the runoff
retardation effects of the “steps and pools”. The lower excess shear stress values for CRT-LI compared
to CT-HI were likely due to the larger ridge height of the CRT-LI, resulting in a larger retardation of
flow and lower flow velocities. For the PRT-LI treatments, where accelerated runoff and sediment
delivery have been observed due to flow concentration in the interrow areas [19], higher excess shear
stress values were estimated compared to CRT-LI and CT-HI treatments, ranging from 0 to 8.16 Pa.
These results support the notion that a lower degree of connectivity along a flow pathway arising
from oriented roughness can reduce the variability in aggregate size and stability within a field as
a result of lower absolute variability in the hydraulic forcing [19]. Similar inferences may be drawn
from other studies that have documented low variability of aggregate stability at different positions
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in pastures [95], where hydraulic connectivity is expected to be low, and, conversely, high variability
of aggregate stability in steep and highly erodible landscapes [96], where hydraulic connectivity is
expected to be high.Geosciences 2018, 8, x FOR PEER REVIEW  13 of 19 
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Rating = 53), respectively. The Pearson correlation coefficient (r) is also shown for each tillage
intensity dataset.

3.3. Relationship between Aggregate Size and Stability

The decreased SMAGGSTAB with increased local excess shear stress was remarkably similar to
that of the DMWD (Figures 6 and 7). This observation prompted further investigation into the relation
between DMWD and SMAGGSTAB, which revealed a positive relationship between the two aggregate
characterization indices (Figure 8). F-tests for coincidence of regression lines showed that the trendlines
for all sites were not statistically different (p < 0.05). The global regression model demonstrates that
DMWD can explain 71% of the variability in SMAGGSTAB.

Although DMWD and SMAGGSTAB are important as standalone indices, the strong correlation
between DMWD and SMAGGSTAB regardless of management suggests that the relationship between
the two indices can be used as a simple predictor function for determining the aggregate stability from
the aggregate size distribution at these sites and sites with similar attributes [19]. This is advantageous
when rainfall stability analyses are difficult to perform and only dry sieve analyses are possible.
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3.4. Implications for Upland Erosion Modeling

The results of this study can be used to inform upland erosion models, by means of a better
understanding and treatment of the physical nexus between management, surface hydrology,
and aggregate breakdown, dislodgement, entrainment, and transport along the hillslope-scale
continuum. Sidorchuk [97] conceptualized the soil detachment process as a conditional aggregate
instability phenomenon, where detachment occurs when the driving hydrodynamic forces exceed
the gravitational, hydrodynamic, geomechanical, interparticle and intraparticle resistance forces.
A stochastic approach was considered by Sidorchuk [97], and it was demonstrated that the solution of
the governing equations and the prediction of erosion rates in actual fields was intricate, mainly due
to the lack of understanding and uncertainty in key soil properties such as aggregate size and stability.
Even small variabilities in these properties were shown to introduce a high degree of uncertainty in
erosion rates, rendering the theory implementation unfeasible at natural settings with our current
knowledge and without the adoption of significant simplification assumptions. Results of this study
give insight into the linkages between modeled or predicted hydraulic forcing and aggregates size
and stability in the context of landscape connectivity. Specifically, they indicate an inverse relationship
between the applied shear stress and the aggregate size and stability downslope along a flowpath.
The results can guide further experimentation on the connection between these variables that could lead
to the development of relationships that can be used in models to predict aggregate distribution and
stability when the applied shear stress is known. Predicted aggregate stability and distribution in the
models will govern material breakdown and mobilization, and subsequent transport by overland flow,
leading to a better prediction of sediment, carbon and nutrient fluxes [19].

In addition, aggregate stability is a key parameter that controls the rainsplash and runoff-induced
erosion across several spatial and temporal scales. De Roo et al. [98], and Laloy and Bielders [99] have
successfully incorporated the aggregate stability in the mathematical formulation of erosion formulae.
Legout et al. [87] developed a model of aggregate breakdown dynamics under rainfall in interrill
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areas using the mean weight diameter as an indicator of aggregate stability. Accurate quantification of
soil aggregate stability is therefore tied to the performance of erosion formulae and the accuracy of
estimated sediment budgets.

4. Conclusions

The results of this study suggest that, along a flow pathway, management is not the only factor
that affects aggregate proxies, but that hydraulic forcing is also a key factor that affects aggregate size
and stability. Hence, hydraulic connectivity should be studied in conjunction with management for the
evaluation of aggregate dynamics. Furthermore, within intensively managed systems, it may not be
sufficient for DMWD and SMAGGSTAB to be examined at soilscape scale, but rather at the landscape
scale where the role of connectivity and transport can be adequately evaluated.

The low-intensity tillage sites examined in this study, CRT-LI and PRT-LI, had significantly higher
DMWD and SMAGGSTAB values than the high-intensity tillage site, CT-HI. At all sites, DMWD and
SMAGGSTAB values were found to decrease with increasing downslope distance and flow shear stress.
The findings also suggested that the variabilities in the DMWD and SMAGGSTAB values were related
to the soil surface roughness that arose from management activities. Comparing contour and parallel
low-intensity tillage sites, smaller variability in aggregate stability value was noted for the contour
tillage site, reflecting the lower local excess shear stress experienced by surface aggregates stemming
from lower hydraulic connectivity. Finally, a positive correspondence between SMAGGSTAB and
DMWD was observed for all the sites examined. A linear regression formula was developed with
good performance, where DMWD explained 71% of the variability in SMAGGSTAB. This relationship
could be used as a simple function for predicting aggregate stability from the size distribution when
aggregate stability measurements with rainfall simulators are difficult to perform. The relationship
is empirical and site-specific, so it should be recalibrated for different settings, and more research is
needed to establish a more universal relationship between aggregate size and stability.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, A.N.T.P. and K.M.W.; Methodology, K.M.W. and C.G.W.; Software,
A.N.T.P., B.K.A. and C.P.G.; Formal Analysis, K.M.W., B.K.A. and C.P.G.; Resources, A.N.T.P., J.L.H. and T.R.F.;
Data Curation, C.G.W. and K.M.W.; Writing—Original Draft Preparation, K.M.W.; Writing—Review and Editing,
A.N.T.P., B.K.A., C.P.G., C.G.W., S.Z., J.L.H., T.R.F. and T.H.; Visualization, K.M.W., C.P.G. and B.K.A.; Supervision,
A.N.T.P.; Project Administration, A.N.T.P.; Funding Acquisition, A.N.T.P.

Funding: This research was funded by NSF Grant No. EAR1331906 for the Critical Zone Observatory for
Intensively Managed Landscapes (IML-CZO), a multi-institutional collaborative effort, as well as the Leopold
Center for Sustainable Agriculture Grant No. XP2010-03 (PI Papanicolaou). The first author was supported by the
University of Iowa NSF IGERT program, Geoinformatics for Environmental and Energy Modeling and Prediction
and an appointment to the Agricultural Research Service (ARS) Research Participation Program administered
by the Oak Ridge Institute for Science and Education (ORISE) through an interagency agreement between the
U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) and the U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA). ORISE is managed by ORAU
under DOE contract number DE-AC05-06OR23100. All opinions expressed in this paper are the author’s and
do not necessarily reflect the policies and the views of USDA, ARS, DOE, or ORAU/ORISE. The researchers
would like to acknowledge funding from the Institute of Secure and Sustainable Environment at the University
of Tennessee.

Acknowledgments: The authors would like to thank the Maas and Trimpe Families for the long-standing
collaboration with IML-CZO and PI Thanos N. Papanicolaou.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest.

References

1. Six, J.; Paustian, K.; Elliott, E.T.; Combrink, C. Soil structure and organic matter I. Distribution of
aggregate-size classes and aggregate-associated carbon. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 2000, 64, 681–689. [CrossRef]

2. Zobeck, T.M.; Popham, T.W.; Skidmore, E.L.; Lamb, J.A.; Merrill, S.D.; Lindstrom, M.J.; Mokma, D.L.;
Yoder, R.E. Aggregate-mean diameter and wind-erodible soil predictions using dry aggregate-size
distributions. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 2003, 67, 425–436. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.2136/sssaj2000.642681x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2136/sssaj2003.4250


Geosciences 2018, 8, 470 15 of 18

3. Olchin, G.P.; Ogle, S.; Frey, S.D.; Filley, T.R.; Paustian, K.; Six, J. Residue carbon stabilization in soil aggregates
of no-till and tillage management of dryland cropping systems. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 2008, 72, 507–513.
[CrossRef]

4. Kara, O.; Baykara, M. Changes in soil microbial biomass and aggregate stability under different land uses in
the northeastern Turkey. Environ. Monit. Assess. 2014, 186, 3801–3808. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

5. Oades, J.M.; Waters, A. Aggregate hierarchy in soils. Soil Res. 1991, 29, 815–828. [CrossRef]
6. Amezketa, E. Soil aggregate stability: A review. J. Sustain. Agric. 1999, 14, 83–151. [CrossRef]
7. Castro-Filho, C.; Lourenço, A.; Guimarães, M.D.F.; Fonseca, I.C.B. Aggregate stability under different soil

management systems in a red latosol in the state of Parana, Brazil. Soil Tillage Res. 2002, 65, 45–51. [CrossRef]
8. Beare, M.H.; Hendrix, P.F.; Coleman, D.C. Water-stable aggregates and organic matter fractions in

conventional-and no-tillage soils. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 1994, 58, 777–786. [CrossRef]
9. Franzluebbers, A.J.; Arshad, M.A. Soil microbial biomass and mineralizable carbon of water-stable aggregates.

Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 1997, 61, 1090–1097. [CrossRef]
10. Blanco-Canqui, H.; Lal, R. Mechanisms of carbon sequestration in soil aggregates. Crit. Rev. Plant Sci. 2004,

23, 481–504. [CrossRef]
11. Van Oost, K.; Govers, G.; Desmet, P. Evaluating the effects of changes in landscape structure on soil erosion

by water and tillage. Landsc. Ecol. 2000, 15, 577–589. [CrossRef]
12. Abaci, O.; Papanicolaou, A.N. Long-term effects of management practices on water-driven soil erosion in

an intense agricultural sub-watershed: Monitoring and modelling. Hydrol. Process. 2009, 23, 2818–2837.
[CrossRef]

13. Le Bissonnais, Y. Aggregate stability and assessment of soil crustability and erodibility: I. Theory and
methodology. Eur. J. Soil Sci. 1996, 47, 425–437. [CrossRef]

14. Karim, T.; Qadir, K.; Aziz, S. Rate of soil aggregates disintegration as affected by type and rate of manure
application and water quality. Int. J. Plan. Anim. Environ. Sci. 2013, 3, 94–102.

15. Li, Z.; Yang, W.; Cai, C.; Wang, J. Aggregate mechanical stability and relationship with aggregate breakdown
under simulated rainfall. Soil Sci. 2013, 178, 369–377. [CrossRef]

16. Farres, P.J. Some observations on the stability of soil aggregates to raindrop impact. Catena 1980, 7, 223–231.
[CrossRef]

17. Loch, R.J.; Foley, J.L. Measurement of aggregate breakdown under rain—Comparison with tests of water
stability and relationships with field measurements of infiltration. Soil Res. 1994, 32, 701–720. [CrossRef]

18. Bryan, R.B. Soil erodibility and processes of water erosion on hillslope. Geomorphology 2000, 32, 385–415.
[CrossRef]

19. Papanicolaou, A.N.; Wacha, K.M.; Abban, B.K.; Wilson, C.G.; Hatfield, J.; Stanier, C.; Filley, T.R. From
soilscapes to landscapes: A landscape-oriented approach to simulate soil organic carbon dynamics in
intensively managed landscapes. J. Geophys. Res. Biogeosci. 2015, 120, 2375–2401. [CrossRef]

20. Sidorchuk, A.; Schmidt, J.; Cooper, G. Variability of shallow overland flow velocity and soil aggregate
transport observed with digital videography. Hydrol. Process. 2008, 22, 4035–4048. [CrossRef]

21. Wang, J.; Yu, B.; Yang, W.; Cheng, J.; Song, Y.; Cai, C. The abrasion of soil aggregate under different artificial
rough beds in overland flow. Catena 2017, 155, 183–190. [CrossRef]

22. Skidmore, E.L.; Powers, D.H. Dry soil-aggregate stability: Energy-based index. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 1982, 46,
1274–1279. [CrossRef]

23. Perfect, E.; Kay, B.D.; Ferguson, J.A.; Da Silva, A.P.; Denholm, K.A. Comparison of functions for characterizing
the dry aggregate size distribution of tilled soil. Soil Tillage Res. 1993, 28, 123–139. [CrossRef]

24. Ciric, V.; Manojlovic, M.; Nesic, L.; Belic, M. Soil dry aggregate size distribution: Effects of soil type and land
use. J. Soil Sci. Plant Nutr. 2012, 12, 689–703. [CrossRef]

25. Stott, D.E.; Karlen, D.L.; Cambardella, C.A.; Harmel, R.D. A soil quality and metabolic activity assessment
after fifty-seven years of agricultural management. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 2013, 77, 903–913. [CrossRef]

26. Wang, Y.; Zhang, J.H.; Zhang, Z.H. Influences of intensive tillage on water-stable aggregate distribution on a
steep hillslope. Soil Tillage Res. 2015, 151, 82–92. [CrossRef]

27. Robinson, D.O.; Page, J.B. Soil aggregate stability. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 1951, 15, 25–29. [CrossRef]
28. Marquez, C.O.; Garcia, V.J.; Cambardella, C.A.; Schultz, R.C.; Isenhart, T.M. Aggregate-size stability

distribution and soil stability. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 2004, 68, 725–735. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.2136/sssaj2006.0417
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s10661-014-3658-0
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/24509838
http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/SR9910815
http://dx.doi.org/10.1300/J064v14n02_08
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0167-1987(01)00275-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.2136/sssaj1994.03615995005800030020x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2136/sssaj1997.03615995006100040015x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/07352680490886842
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1008198215674
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hyp.7380
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2389.1996.tb01843.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/SS.0b013e3182a74255
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0341-8162(80)80015-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1071/SR9940701
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0169-555X(99)00105-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/2015JG003078
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hyp.7006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.catena.2017.03.016
http://dx.doi.org/10.2136/sssaj1982.03615995004600060031x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0167-1987(93)90022-H
http://dx.doi.org/10.4067/S0718-95162012005000025
http://dx.doi.org/10.2136/sssaj2012.0355
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2015.03.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.2136/sssaj1951.036159950015000C0005x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2136/sssaj2004.7250


Geosciences 2018, 8, 470 16 of 18

29. De Gryze, S.; Six, J.; Merckx, R. Quantifying water-stable soil aggregate turnover and its implication for soil
organic matter dynamics in a model study. Eur. J. Soil Sci. 2006, 57, 693–707. [CrossRef]

30. Chaplot, V.; Cooper, M. Soil aggregate stability to predict organic carbon outputs from soils. Geoderma 2015,
243, 205–213. [CrossRef]

31. Hou, T.; Berry, T.D.; Singh, S.; Hughes, M.N.; Tong, Y.; Papanicolaou, A.T.; Wacha, K.M.; Wilson, C.G.;
Chaubey, I.; Filley, T.R. Control of tillage disturbance on the chemistry and proportion of raindrop-liberated
particles from soil aggregates. Geoderma 2018, 330, 19–29. [CrossRef]

32. Moebius, B.N.; van Es, H.M.; Schindelbeck, R.R.; Idowu, O.J.; Clune, D.J.; Thies, J.E. Evaluation of
laboratory-measured soil properties as indicators of soil physical quality. Soil Sci. 2007, 172, 895–912.
[CrossRef]

33. Hole, F.D. An approach to landscape analysis with emphasis on soils. Geoderma 1978, 21, 1–23. [CrossRef]
34. Schmidt, K.; Behrens, T.; Friedrich, K.; Scholten, T. A method to generate soilscapes from soil maps. J. Plant

Nutr. Soil Sci. 2010, 173, 163–172. [CrossRef]
35. Okin, G.S.; Heras, M.M.D.L.; Saco, P.M.; Throop, H.L.; Vivoni, E.R.; Parsons, A.J.; Wainwright, J.; Peters, D.P.

Connectivity in dryland landscapes: Shifting concepts of spatial interactions. Front. Ecol. Environ. 2015, 13,
20–27. [CrossRef]

36. Mueller, E.N.; Wainwright, J.; Parsons, A.J. Impact of connectivity on the modeling of overland flow within
semiarid shrubland environments. Water Resour. Res. 2007, 43. [CrossRef]

37. Lexartza-Artza, I.; Wainwright, J. Hydrological connectivity: Linking concepts with practical implications.
Catena 2009, 79, 146–152. [CrossRef]

38. Cavalli, M.; Trevisani, S.; Comiti, F.; Marchi, L. Geomorphometric assessment of spatial sediment connectivity
in small Alpine catchments. Geomorphology 2013, 188, 31–41. [CrossRef]

39. Parsons, A.J.; Bracken, L.; Poeppl, R.E.; Wainwright, J.; Keesstra, S.D. Introduction to special issue on
connectivity in water and sediment dynamics. Earth Surf. Process. Landf. 2015, 40, 1275–1277. [CrossRef]

40. Coulthard, T.J.; Van De Wiel, M.J. Modelling long term basin scale sediment connectivity, driven by spatial
land use changes. Geomorphology 2017, 277, 265–281. [CrossRef]

41. Poeppl, R.E.; Keesstra, S.D.; Maroulis, J. A conceptual connectivity framework for understanding geomorphic
change in human-impacted fluvial systems. Geomorphology 2017, 277, 237–250. [CrossRef]

42. Wohl, E.; Magilligan, F.J.; Rathburn, S.L. Introduction to the special issue: Connectivity in geomorphology.
Geomorphology 2017, 277, 1–5. [CrossRef]

43. Crema, S.; Cavalli, M. SedInConnect: A stand-alone, free and open source tool for the assessment of sediment
connectivity. Comput. Geosci. 2018, 111, 39–45. [CrossRef]

44. Famiglietti, J.S.; Rudnicki, J.W.; Rodell, M. Variability in surface moisture along a hillslope transect:
Rattlesnake Hill, Texas. J. Hydrol. 1998, 210, 259–281. [CrossRef]

45. Le Bissonnais, Y.; Cros-Cayot, S.; Gascuel-Odoux, C. Topographic dependence of aggregate stability, overland
flow and sediment transport. Agronomie 2002, 22, 489–501. [CrossRef]

46. Kuhn, N.J.; Hoffmann, T.; Schwanghart, W.; Dotterweich, M. Agricultural soil erosion and global carbon
cycle: Controversy over? Earth Surf. Process. Landf. 2009, 34, 1033–1038. [CrossRef]

47. Stavi, I.; Lal, R. Variability of soil physical quality in uneroded, eroded, and depositional cropland sites.
Geomorphology 2011, 125, 85–91. [CrossRef]

48. Abban, B.K.; Papanicolaou, A.N.; Cowles, M.K.; Wilson, C.G.; Abaci, O.; Wacha, K.M.; Schilling, K.E.;
Schnoebelen, D. An enhanced Bayesian fingerprinting framework for studying sediment source dynamics in
intensively managed landscapes. Water Resour. Res. 2016, 52, 4646–4673. [CrossRef]

49. Papanicolaou, A.N.; Abban, B.K.; Dermisis, D.C.; Giannopoulos, C.P.; Flanagan, D.C.; Frankenberger, J.R.;
Wacha, K.M. Flow resistance interactions on hillslopes with heterogeneous attributes: Effects on runoff
hydrograph characteristics. Water Resour. Res. 2018, 54, 359–380. [CrossRef]

50. Natural Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). Soil Tillage Intensity Rating; US Department of Agriculture:
Washington, DC, USA, 2008.

51. Tayfur, G.; Kavvas, M.L. Areally-averagei overland flow equations at hillslope scale. Hydrol. Sci. J. 1998, 43,
361–378. [CrossRef]

52. Cochrane, T.A.; Flanagan, D.C. Assessing water erosion in small watersheds using WEPP with GIS and
digital elevation models. J. Soil Water Conserv. 1999, 54, 678–685.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2389.2005.00760.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2014.12.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2018.05.013
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/ss.0b013e318154b520
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0016-7061(78)90002-2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/jpln.200800208
http://dx.doi.org/10.1890/140163
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2006WR005006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.catena.2009.07.001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2012.05.007
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/esp.3714
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2016.05.027
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2016.07.033
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2016.11.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cageo.2017.10.009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0022-1694(98)00187-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1051/agro:2002024
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/esp.1796
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geomorph.2010.09.006
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/2015WR018030
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/2017WR021109
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/02626669809492132


Geosciences 2018, 8, 470 17 of 18

53. Wilson, C.G.; Papanicolaou, A.N.; Abban, B.K.; Keefer, L.; Wacha, K.M.; Dermisis, D.; Giannopoulos, C.P.;
Zhou, S.; Goodwell, A.; Woo, D.; et al. The Intensively Managed Landscape Critical Zone Observatory: A
scientific testbed for understanding critical zone processes in agroecosystems. Vadose Zone J. 2018. [CrossRef]

54. Iowa Environmental Mesonet. Available online: https://mesonet.agron.iastate.edu/ (accessed on 5
August 2017).

55. Ruhe, R.V. Quaternary Landscapes in Iowa, 1st ed.; Iowa State University Press: Ames, IA, USA, 1969.
56. Bettis, E.A.; Muhs, D.R.; Roberts, H.M.; Wintle, A.G. Last glacial loess in the conterminous U.S.A.

Quat. Sci. Rev. 2003, 22, 1907–1946. [CrossRef]
57. USDA-NRCS. National Agronomy Manual. 190-V-NAM, 3rd ed.; USDA: Washington, DC, USA, 2002.
58. Wilson, C.G.; Wacha, K.M.; Papanicolaou, A.N.; Sander, H.A.; Freudenberg, V.B.; Abban, B.K.; Zhao, C.

Assessing sustainability of current management practices in an intensively managed landscape. J. Contemp.
Water Res. Educ. 2016, 158, 148–171. [CrossRef]

59. Gee, G.W.; Bauder, J.W. Particle-size analysis. In Methods of Soil Analysis 1: Physical and Mineralogical Methods,
2nd ed.; Klute, A., Ed.; American Society of Agronomy: Madison, WI, USA, 1986; pp. 383–411.

60. Staff, S.S.L. Soil survey laboratory methods manual. In Soil Survey Investigations Report; United States
Department of Agriculture Natural Resources Conservation Service: Lincoln, NE, USA, 2004.

61. Miller, R.O.; Kissel, D.E. Comparison of soil pH methods on soils of North America. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 2010,
74, 310–316. [CrossRef]

62. ArcGIS, version 10.1; Environmental Systems Research Institute (ESRI): Redlands, CA, USA, 2012.
63. Iowa Geodata. Available online: https://geodata.iowa.gov/ (accessed on 2 February 2017).
64. Jenson, S.K.; Domingue, J.O. Extracting topographic structure from digital elevation data for geographic

information system analysis. Photogramm. Eng. Remote Sens. 1988, 54, 1593–1600.
65. Pansu, M.; Gautheyrou, J.; Loyer, J.-Y. Soil Analysis, 1st ed.; A. A. Balkema Publishers: Lisse, The Netherlands,

2001.
66. Day, P.R. Particle fractionation and particle-size analysis. In Methods of Soil Analysis. Part 1; American Society

of Agronomy Inc.: Madison, WI, USA, 1965; pp. 545–567.
67. Borja, K.; Mercado, J.; Combatt, E. Methods of mechanical dispersion for determining granulometric fractions

in soils using four dispersant solutions. Agron. Colomb. 2015, 33, 253–260. [CrossRef]
68. Hillel, D. Introduction to Environmental Soil Physics, 1st ed.; Elsevier: Amsterdam, The Netherlands, 2004.
69. Yang, X.M.; Wander, M.M. Temporal changes in dry aggregate size and stability: Tillage and crop effects on

a silty loam Mollisol in Illinois. Soil Tillage Res. 1998, 49, 173–183. [CrossRef]
70. Haynes, R.J. Effect of sample pretreatment on aggregate stability measured by wet sieving or turbidimetry

on soils of different cropping history. J. Soil Sci. 1993, 44, 261–270. [CrossRef]
71. Hu, Y.; Fister, W.; Kuhn, N.J. Temporal variation of SOC enrichment from interrill erosion over prolonged

rainfall simulations. Agriculture 2013, 3, 726–740. [CrossRef]
72. Norton, L.D.; Savabi, R. Evolution of a linear variable intensity rainfall simulator for surface hydrology and

erosion studies. Appl. Eng. Agric. 2010, 26, 239–245. [CrossRef]
73. Elhakeem, M.; Papanicolaou, A.N. Estimation of the runoff curve number via direct rainfall simulator

measurements in the state of Iowa, USA. Water Resour. Manag. 2009, 23, 2455–2473. [CrossRef]
74. Marshall, J.S.; Palmer, W.M.K. The distribution of raindrops with size. J. Meteorol. 1948, 5, 165–166. [CrossRef]
75. Iowa Department of Transportation Drainage Manual, Ames, IA. Available online: https://iowadot.gov/

design/design-manual (accessed on 5 January 2010).
76. Lehrsch, G.A.; Kincaid, D.C. Sprinkler droplet energy effects on soil penetration resistance and aggregate

stability and size distribution. Soil Sci. 2006, 171, 435–447. [CrossRef]
77. Fu, Y.; Li, G.L.; Zheng, T.H.; Li, B.Q.; Zhang, T. Splash detachment and transport of loess aggregate fragments

by raindrop action. Catena 2017, 150, 154–160. [CrossRef]
78. Atlas, D.; Srivastava, R.C.; Sekhon, R.S. Doppler radar characteristics of precipitation at vertical incidence.

Rev. Geophys. 1973, 11, 1–35. [CrossRef]
79. Beguería, S.; Angulo-Martínez, M.; Gaspar, L.; Navas, A. Detachment of soil organic carbon by rainfall

splash: Experimental assessment on three agricultural soils of Spain. Geoderma 2015, 245, 21–30. [CrossRef]
80. Kathiravelu, G.; Lucke, T.; Nichols, P. Rain drop measurement techniques: A review. Water 2016, 8, 29.

[CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.2136/vzj2018.04.0088
https://mesonet.agron.iastate.edu/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0277-3791(03)00169-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1936-704X.2016.03225.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2136/sssaj2008.0047
https://geodata.iowa.gov/
http://dx.doi.org/10.15446/agron.colomb.v33n2.47236
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S0167-1987(98)00170-6
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2389.1993.tb00450.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/agriculture3040726
http://dx.doi.org/10.13031/2013.29548
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s11269-008-9390-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1175/1520-0469(1948)005&lt;0165:TDORWS&gt;2.0.CO;2
https://iowadot.gov/design/design-manual
https://iowadot.gov/design/design-manual
http://dx.doi.org/10.1097/01.ss.0000227361.36922.ad
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.catena.2016.11.021
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/RG011i001p00001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2015.01.010
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/w8010029


Geosciences 2018, 8, 470 18 of 18

81. Papanicolaou, A.N.; Abaci, O. Upland erosion modeling in a semihumid environment via the Water Erosion
Prediction Project model. J. Irrig Drain. Eng. 2008, 134, 796–806. [CrossRef]

82. Dermisis, D.; Abaci, O.; Papanicolaou, A.N.; Wilson, C.G. Evaluating grassed waterway efficiency in
southeastern Iowa using WEPP. Soil Use Manag. 2010, 26, 183–192. [CrossRef]

83. Black, K.; Tolhurst, T.J.; Paterson, D.M.; Hagerthey, S.E. Working with natural cohesive sediments.
J. Hydraul. Eng. 2002, 128, 2–8. [CrossRef]

84. Partheniades, E. Cohesive Sediments in Open Channels: Erosion, Transport and Deposition, 1st ed.;
Butterworth-Heinmann: Oxford, UK, 2009.

85. Papanicolaou, A.N.; Sanford, J.T.; Dermisis, D.C.; Mancilla, G.A. A 1-D morphodynamic model for rill
erosion. Water Resour. Res. 2010, 46, W09541. [CrossRef]

86. Alberts, E.E.; Nearing, M.A.; Weltz, M.A.; Risse, L.M.; Pierson, F.B.; Zhang, X.C.; Laflen, J.M.; Simanton, J.R.
Chapter 7-Soil component. In USDA-Water Erosion Prediction Project: Hillslope Profile and Watershed Model
Documentation, NSERL Report No. 10; Flanagan, D.C., Nearing, M.A., Eds.; USDA National Erosion Research
Laboratory: West Lafayette, IN, USA, 1995.

87. Legout, C.; Leguedois, S.; Le Bissonnais, Y. Aggregate breakdown dynamics under rainfall compared with
aggregate stability measurements. Eur. J. Soil Sci. 2005, 56, 225–237. [CrossRef]

88. Abban, B.; Papanicolaou, A.N.; Giannopoulos, C.P.; Dermisis, D.C.; Wacha, K.M.; Wilson, C.G.; Elhakeem, M.
Quantification of change in soil surface roughness at the raindrop detachment zone as a function of rainfall
intensity under flatbed preconditions. Nonlinear Process. Geophys. 2017, 24, 569–579. [CrossRef]

89. Maxwell, A.R.; Papanicolaou, A.N. Step-pool morphology in high-gradient streams. Int. J. Sediment Res.
2001, 16, 380–390.

90. Horn, R. Aggregate characterization as compared to soil bulk properties. Soil Tillage Res. 1990, 17, 265–289.
[CrossRef]

91. Dal Ferro, N.; Sartori, L.; Simonetti, G.; Berti, A.; Morari, F. Soil macro-and microstructure as affected by
different tillage systems and their effects on maize root growth. Soil Tillage Res. 2014, 140, 55–65. [CrossRef]

92. Nath, A.J.; Lal, R. Effects of tillage practices and land use management on soil aggregates and soil organic
carbon in the north Appalachian region, USA. Pedosphere 2017, 27, 172–176. [CrossRef]

93. Elliott, E.T.; Cambardella, C.A. Physical separation of soil organic matter. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 1991, 34,
407–419. [CrossRef]

94. Bossuyt, H.; Six, J.; Hendrix, P.F. Aggregate-protected carbon in no-tillage and conventional tillage
agroecosystems using carbon-14 labeled plant residue. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 2002, 66, 1965–1973. [CrossRef]

95. Pierson, F.B.; Mulla, D.J. Aggregate stability in the Palouse region of Washington: Effect of landscape position.
Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 1990, 54, 1407–1412. [CrossRef]

96. Hoyos, N.; Comerford, N.B. Land use and landscape effects on aggregate stability and total carbon of
Andisols from the Colombian Andes. Geoderma 2005, 129, 268–278. [CrossRef]

97. Sidorchuk, A. Stochastic modeling of erosion and deposition in cohesive soils. Hydrol. Process. 2005, 19,
1399–1417. [CrossRef]

98. De Roo, A.P.J.; Wesseling, C.G.; Ritsema, C.J. LISEM: A single-event physically based hydrological and
soil erosion model for drainage basins. I: Theory, input and output. Hydrol. Process. 1996, 10, 1107–1117.
[CrossRef]

99. Laloy, E.; Bielders, C.L. Modelling intercrop management impact on runoff and erosion in a continuous
maize cropping system: Part I. Model description, global sensitivity analysis and Bayesian estimation of
parameter identifiability. Eur. J. Soil Sci. 2009, 60, 1005–1021. [CrossRef]

© 2018 by the authors. Licensee MDPI, Basel, Switzerland. This article is an open access
article distributed under the terms and conditions of the Creative Commons Attribution
(CC BY) license (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/).

http://dx.doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9437(2008)134:6(796)
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1475-2743.2010.00257.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)0733-9429(2002)128:1(2)
http://dx.doi.org/10.1029/2009WR008486
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2389.2004.00663.x
http://dx.doi.org/10.5194/npg-24-569-2017
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0167-1987(90)90041-B
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.still.2014.02.003
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/S1002-0160(17)60301-1
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0167-8809(91)90124-G
http://dx.doi.org/10.2136/sssaj2002.1965
http://dx.doi.org/10.2136/sssaj1990.03615995005400050033x
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.geoderma.2005.01.002
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/hyp.5568
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1085(199608)10:8&lt;1107::AID-HYP415&gt;3.0.CO;2-4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/j.1365-2389.2009.01187.x
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Site Description 
	Flow Pathway Determination and Soil Sampling 
	Aggregate Size Distribution 
	Aggregate Stability Analysis 
	Quantification of Hydraulic Connectivity 
	Statistical Analysis 

	Results and Discussion 
	Aggregate Size Distribution and Stability 
	The Role of Hydraulic Connectivity 
	Relationship between Aggregate Size and Stability 
	Implications for Upland Erosion Modeling 

	Conclusions 
	References

