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Abstract: Commercial sweet corn (Zea mays convar. saccharata var. rugosa) production has a
proportionally high potential for nutrient loss to waterways, due to its high nitrogen (N) requirements
and low N use efficiency. Cover crops planted after sweet corn can help ameliorate N lost from
the field, but farmers are reluctant to utilize cover crops due to a lack of economic incentive.
Pennycress (Thlaspi arvense L.) is a winter annual that can provide both economic and environmental
benefits. Five N-rates (0, 65, 135, 135 split and 200) were applied pre-plant to sweet corn. After the
sweet corn harvest, pennycress was planted into the sweet corn residue with two seeding methods
and harvested for seed the following spring. Residual inorganic soil N (Nmin), pennycress biomass,
biomass N and yield were measured. The nitrogen rate and seeding method had no effect on
pennycress yield, biomass, or biomass N content. The nitrogen rate positively affected Nmin at
pennycress seeding, wherein 200N plots had 38–80% higher Nmin than 0N plots, but had no effect
on Nmin at pennycress harvest. Control treatments without pennycress had an average of 27–42%
greater Nmin. In conclusion, pennycress can act as an effective N catch crop, and produce an adequate
seed yield after sweet corn without the need for supplemental fertilization.
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1. Introduction

Sweet corn (Zea mays convar. saccharata var. rugosa) is grown in many regions across the world,
including the Americas, Asia, Europe, Middle East, Africa and Australia [1–3], with the highest
production in the United States. The upper Midwest USA leads the nation in production, accounting
for 37% of the total sweet corn hectarage in the United States [4]. Even so, sweet corn makes up less
than 1% of total cropland in the upper Midwest, while maize and soybean together account for 71% [5].
However, sweet corn has a proportionally larger potential to contribute to nitrogen (N) pollution, with
three times the residual inorganic soil N of grain maize and soybean. This occurs as a result of the
high fertilizer requirements to optimize ear or cut-kernel yield, which subsequently results in high N
residue left on the field after harvest [6–8]. Sweet corn requires approximately 200 kg N ha−1 to achieve
high-quality ears [6,9]. While this fertilizer rate is comparable to recommendations for field corn
(Zea mays L.), sweet corn is seeded at lower population densities and is harvested as a fresh vegetable
rather than at grain maturity, meaning that 34.3% to 50% of the N applied as fertilizer is not utilized by
the crop, and is susceptible to transport off-site [5,10,11].

Agronomy 2020, 10, 614; doi:10.3390/agronomy10050614 www.mdpi.com/journal/agronomy

http://www.mdpi.com/journal/agronomy
http://www.mdpi.com
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9874-6518
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2831-3896
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0098-2230
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2803-5083
http://www.mdpi.com/2073-4395/10/5/614?type=check_update&version=1
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/agronomy10050614
http://www.mdpi.com/journal/agronomy


Agronomy 2020, 10, 614 2 of 13

Residual inorganic N has the potential to contaminate surface and groundwater, causing negative
effects on both human and environmental health [12]. In humid temperate climates such as the upper
Midwest USA, the majority of N leaching occurs during the fall and spring due to rainfall and snowmelt
during the shoulder season in annual summer cropping systems [13]. Throughout much of the upper
Midwest, the land is left fallow from November through May, exacerbating N loss. One way to mitigate
the issue of N loss is through the use of winter annual cover crops.

Winter annual cover crops are cold-hardy, and thus can be temporally positioned to uptake N in
both the fall and the spring when the risk of leaching is greatest [14–16]. Compared to bare soil, winter
annual cover crops can reduce N leaching by up to 80% mg L−1 [17], which is twice that of autumn
cover crops [18]. The dominance of winter-active habit cover crops in their ability to reduce N loss
both within and across species has been corroborated in a number of studies [14,19–22].

However, cover crops are only utilized on 2.3% of cropland in the Midwest USA [23].
Research conducted in the state of Iowa shows that producers stated more economic incentives
and diverse markets are necessary to increase cover crop adoption [24]. Other studies have similarly
listed the need for better facilitating infrastructure, such as technical assistance [25] or cost-sharing [26],
in order to increase the use of cover crops. The Chesapeake Bay area in the USA is one example where
the implementation of legislation that provides a monetary reward to farmers that use cover crops has
been a success. The Maryland Department of Agriculture’s Cover Crop Program provides grants to
farmers who plant cover crops, and from 2016 to 2017, over 226,210 ha of cover crops were planted
in the state [27], which is equal to 43% of total commodity hectarage, the highest in the nation [28].
Another alternative to legislative incentives is on-farm revenue increases through the deployment of
“cash cover crops” [29,30]. Cash cover crops are crops specifically designed to provide all the same
environmental benefits as a cover crop, but can also be harvested for profit, and may be a solution to
the lack of cover crop adoption. Pennycress (Thlaspi arvense L.) is a winter annual oilseed currently
under development that may fit the need for a cash cover crop in the upper Midwest. Pennycress can
provide a host of ecosystem services, including early season pollinator foraging resources [31,32], weed
suppression [33], erosion reduction [34], and the reduction of N leaching. When relay-cropped with
soybean, pennycress significantly reduced N concentration in both the soil and leachate to a depth of
60 cm, compared with a mono-cropped soybean summer annual tilled system [35–37]. Unlike many
other cover crops, pennycress can provide farmers with direct economic returns through the harvest of
its oil rich seeds, which contain 24–39% wt/wt oil [38,39]. High erucic acid and linoleic acid content
(33 and 22 wt/wt%) makes the oil an excellent candidate for uses as a biofuel, an industrial lubricant,
and a component of biodegradable plastics [32,38,40–42]. Recent mutational breeding efforts have
discovered pennycress strains with an oil profile comparable to canola, opening the market to products
for human consumption [43]. Additionally, after seeds have been pressed for oil, the seed meal can then
be used as high-protein animal feed, fuel, and as a biofumigant depending on the oil and glucosinolate
profiles [33,38,40,41].

Previous work on incorporating pennycress into cropping systems has focused on the effect
of pennycress on the following crops, with little attention on the effect of the crops preceding
pennycress [33,37,44,45]. Additionally, as a developing crop, agronomic best management practices
such as adequate fertilizer regimens and seeding methods have yet to be established [45]. Only one
study thus far has quantified the effects of fertilizer on pennycress yield and oil quality, and no
significant difference was found between fertilizer rates [46]. Similarly, only one study has examined
the effect of drilling vs. broadcast seeding pennycress seeds. Phippen et al. [47] found that drilled plots
outperformed broadcast planted plots regardless of the seeding rate. However, a study by Carr [48]
postulated that broadcast seeding would be preferable as pennycress is positively photoblastic [49].
The objectives of this study were to: (1) determine the effect of seeding method and sweet corn N
application on pennycress yield; and (2) analyze the effect of pennycress and N rate on residual
inorganic soil N following sweet corn.
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2. Materials and Methods

2.1. Site Description

Field studies were conducted at the Southern Research and Outreach Center in Waseca, MN,
USA, and at the Rosemount Research and Outreach Center in Rosemount, MN, USA from 2017 to
2019. The Waseca plots (44◦04′31” N 93◦31′31” W) were located on a Webster/Nicollet clay loam soil
(fine-loamy, mixed, superactive, mesic Typic Endoaquolls and fine-loamy, mixed, superactive, mesic
Aquic Hapludolls, respectively), and the Rosemount plots (44◦42′25” N 93◦04′22” W) were located
on a Waukegan silt loam (fine-silty over sandy or sandy-skeletal, mixed, superactive, mesic Typic
Hapludolls). Spring wheat (Triticum aestivum L.) was grown the summer prior to all studies.

2.2. Weather Data

Precipitation and air temperature data were obtained from the NOAA reporting weather station at
Waseca and Rosemount, respectively, and departures from the 30-year average (1981–2010) temperature
and accumulated precipitation [50] were calculated. Air temperatures during pennycress spring
growth were colder than the 30-year average in all environments (Table 1). Precipitation during
pennycress establishment in September was 45–46% lower than average at both locations in 2017–2018
(−49.8 mm and −42.1 mm for Rosemount and Waseca, respectively), and 70% and 186% higher than
average at both locations in 2018–2019 (+65.0 mm and +174.1 mm; Table 1). In May, when pennycress
was maturing, precipitation was high across all environments (average +42.8 mm), as well as June in
2017–2018 (+34.5 mm and +27.3 mm for Rosemount and Waseca, respectively; Table 1).

Table 1. Monthly climate data and departures from the 30-year average for Rosemount, MN over the
2017–2018 and 2018–2019 growing seasons.

2017–2018 † 2018–2019 †

Month
Mean Air

Temperature
(◦C)

Departure
from Average
‡ (◦C)

Accumulated
Precipitation

(mm)

Departure
from Average
‡ (mm)

Mean air
Temperature

(◦C)

Departure
from Average
‡ (◦C)

Accumulated
Precipitation

(mm)

Departure
from Average
‡ (mm)

Rosemount

Jun. 20.5 0.9 91.4 −28.5 21.5 1.9 154.4 34.5
Jul. 22.3 0.4 138.7 24.4 22.0 0.1 111.0 −3.3

Aug. 18.9 −1.8 128.8 8.7 21.1 0.4 102.1 −18.0
Sep. 17.9 1.9 42.4 −49.8 17.4 1.4 157.2 65.0
Oct. 9.6 0.7 98.6 26.0 6.2 −2.7 90.9 18.3
Nov. −0.6 −0.7 1.8 −51.5 −3.3 −3.4 37.6 −15.7
Dec. −8.2 0.0 8.4 −22.6 −5.0 3.2 47.2 16.3
Jan. −11.1 −0.4 24.9 −1.5 −11.0 −0.4 35.1 8.6
Feb. −11.9 −4.2 28.2 5.1 −13.2 −5.5 72.8 49.6
Mar. −1.4 −0.9 23.1 − 35.3 −4.3 −3.8 59.2 0.8
Apr. 1.0 −6.9 50.3 −23.9 6.5 −1.4 129.5 55.4
May. 18.6 4.3 108.7 6 .1 11.6 −2.6 173.0 70.3
Jun. 21.5 1.9 154.4 34.5 20.0 0.4 119.8 −0.1

Waseca

Jun. 21.1 0.9 105.6 −14.0 21.5 1.2 146.9 27.3
Jul. 23.1 0.9 166.7 54.0 21.7 −0.5 111.1 −1.6

Aug. 19.1 −1.9 99.3 −21.8 20.7 −0.3 121.7 0.6
Sep. 17.7 1.4 51.5 −42.1 17.8 1.5 267.7 174.1
Oct. 9.8 0.8 105.1 37.0 6.4 −2.6 80.4 12.3
Nov. −0.4 −0.8 4.4 −50.7 −4.2 −4.6 34.2 −20.9
Dec. −8.4 −0.5 22.9 −14.8 −5.1 2.8 53.3 15.6
Jan. −11.7 −1.3 46.9 15.0 −11.2 −0.7 32.5 0.6
Feb. −11.7 −4.2 29.5 4.0 −14.1 −6.6 77.0 51.5
Mar. −1.6 −1.2 29.6 −33.9 −4.2 −3.7 51.0 −12.5
Apr. 0.6 −7.2 89.4 7.5 6.9 −1.0 108.0 26.1
May. 18.5 3.6 134.2 34.0 12.0 −2.8 161.1 60.9
Jun. 21.5 1.2 146.9 27.3 20.2 0.0 84.7 −34.9

†Mean air temperature and accumulated precipitation were recorded from the NOAA reporting weather station at
the Rosemount Research and Outreach Center, Rosemount, MN, USA and the Southern Research and Outreach
Center, Waseca, MN USA. ‡Calculated departure from the 30-year average (1981–2010) temperature and accumulated
precipitation using data collected at the Rosemount or Southern Research and Outreach Centers. The average
frost-free period was April 7–October 29 in 2017, April 20–October 18 in 2018 and April 28–October 25 in 2019.
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2.3. Experimental Setup

The study was arranged in a randomized complete block design, with four replications of 5 N
fertilizer rates and three cover crop treatments. Sweet corn variety “GSS 1477” was planted mid-June
of 2017 and 2018 with a six-row planter (John Deere 7100 MaxEmerge, Deere and Co., Moline, IL,
USA) at a rate of 60,540 seeds ha−1 in 4.6 × 9 m plots at a depth of 3.8 cm with 76 cm row spacing.
Based on soil tests, additional P and K were not required. Nitrogen fertilizer treatments were surface
applied pre-plant as urea. The five N treatments were: 0 (control), 65, 135, 135 as split applications of 67
(denoted as 135s) and 200 kg N ha−1. The 135s treatment had 67 kg N ha−1 applied pre-plant, and the
remaining 67 kg N ha−1 was applied between the V4 and V6 growth stages. Representative sweet corn
subsamples were harvested by hand for fresh market yield at the end of August.

Corn stalks were cut and left in the field using a stalk chopper. The three-cover crop treatments
were established mid-September, following sweet corn harvest. Cover crop treatments (‘Cover Crop’)
were no cover crop (fallow control), compared to pennycress established by two seeding methods:
direct broadcast + light incorporation, termed ‘DBC+INC’ (Avenger high-clearance tractor, LeeAgra
Inc., Lubbock, TX, USA, using an orbital air seeder, Gandy Co., Owatonna, MN, USA and custom made
disturbance units of spring-tines followed by a log chain drag; (Figure 1), compared to no-till drilling
15 cm rows at a depth of 0.3 cm termed ‘DRILL’ (Interseeder Technologies, Woodward, PA, USA).
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Figure 1. Modified Avenger high-clearance tractor outfitted with a Gandy Co. Orbit Air Seeder.
Drop stanchions support cover crop seed delivery housing and soil incorporation units. Photo credit:
Eric Ristau.

2.4. Sampling and Analyses

Pennycress was hand-harvested at maturity in mid-June the following year from a 0.5 m2

quadrat and dried to constant weight in a 35 ◦C oven. Dry grain was threshed for using a stationary
low-profile plot thresher (Almaco, Nevada, IA, USA) in 2016 and 2017, and a stationary Wintersteiger
LD 350 thresher (Wintersteiger Inc., Sal Lake City, UT) in 2018. Baseline soil samples (Table 2) were
collected prior to sweet corn planting on a site-wide basis from 0- to 60-cm depth, and analyzed for
organic matter (OM) [51]; bulk density [52]; cation exchange capacity (CEC) [53]; pH [54]; calcium (Ca),
magnesium (Mg), potassium (K), and phosphorus (P) [55,56]; as well as total inorganic (‘mineral’) N
(Nmin) which is the sum of ammonium-N (NH4

+-N) [57] and nitrate-N (NO3
−-N) [58,59]. Soil Nmin

at sweet corn planting was 217 kg and 65 kg, and 146 kg and 89 kg N ha−1 at Rosemount 2017 and
2018, and Waseca 2017 and 2018, respectively. Soil samples were also taken in each plot from 0–60 cm
at pennycress seeding and harvest and analyzed for Nmin content [60]. Aboveground biomass was
hand harvested from a 0.5 m2 quadrat in each pennycress plot when pennycress reached physiological
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maturity in early-June, dried to constant weight at 95 ◦C, and ground before analysis with a CN
analyzer (vario Max cube, Elementar, Langenselbold, Germany) to obtain percent N content. Percent
N was multiplied by aboveground biomass weight to obtain N uptake.

Table 2. Pre-plant soil characteristics of Rosemount and Waseca field sites in 2017 and 2018 from
0–60 cm.

Environment W/V CEC pH OM Ca Mg K P Nmin

g cm−3 cmol kg−1 mg kg−1 kg ha−1

Rosemount

2017 1.5 26.5 5.9 4.7 2889.8 586.2 194.0 23.8 217
2018 1.5 16.7 6.1 3.6 1744.1 427.3 96.1 8.5 65

Waseca

2017 1.5 24.0 6.2 3.9 2504.2 548.7 212.5 16.0 146
2018 1.4 36.9 6.3 5.3 4068.3 643.9 164.5 8.5 89

OM = organic matter, W/V = bulk density, CEC = cation exchange capacity, CA = calcium, Mg = magnesium,
K = potassium, P = phosphorus, Nmin = inorganic N (NH4

+-N + NO3
−-N).

Statistical analyses were performed using the MIXED procedure in the statistical software SAS
(SAS Institute Inc., Cary, NC, USA). A combined analysis was prevented due to the significant (p ≤ 0.05)
year by location interaction for all parameters. Fixed effects were N treatment, cover crop treatment and
their interactions for residual soil Nmin at pennycress harvest, pennycress yield, pennycress biomass,
and pennycress N uptake (sequestration). For residual soil Nmin at sowing, the sowing method
treatment cover crop treatments had not yet been seeded, so only N treatment was considered a fixed
effect. For pennycress yields, only DRILL and DBC+INC treatments within cover crop treatment were
considered. Random effects were block nested within year by location, and corresponding interactions
with fixed effects. To meet ANOVA assumptions of homoscedastic variance, residual inorganic soil N
data was natural log transformed for analysis and back transformed for presentation. Means for all
response variables were separated using Fisher’s LSD at p ≤ 0.05.

3. Results

3.1. Sweet Corn

Average yields in fresh weight of unhusked ears of sweet corn were 15.6 and 16.4 Mg ha−1 at
Rosemount in 2017 and 2018, respectively, and were 13.2 and 15.6 Mg ha−1 at Waseca in 2017 and
2018, respectively (not including the 0 N controls). The sweet corn yields were within averages for the
surrounding county at each location [61].

3.2. Soil N

3.2.1. N Treatment

Nitrogen treatment in sweet corn affected residual soil Nmin at the time pennycress was planted
across all environments (p ≤ 0.05; Table 3). Increasing rates of N applied to sweet corn increased
the level of residual Nmin at pennycress seeding (Table 4). The 200 N treatment consistently had the
highest residual Nmin. The 0 and 65 N treatments consistently had the lowest residual Nmin and were
no different from each other. On average, the 200 N treatment had 38–80% more residual Nmin than the
0 and 65 N treatments (Table 4).
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Table 3. Results (p-values) of the mixed-model analysis of variance of residual soil inorganic N (Nmin)
at pennycress seeding and harvest, pennycress grain yield, biomass and N uptake.

Environment Fixed Effects
Residual Soil Nmin Pennycress †

Seeding Harvest Yield Biomass N Uptake

Rosemount 2017
N <0.001 <0.001 0.625 0.634 0.678

Cover Crop - <0.001 0.834 0.574 0.396
N × Cover Crop - 0.022 0.978 0.837 0.844

Rosemount 2018
N <0.001 0.718 0.277 0.627 0.665

Cover crop - <0.001 0.073 0.490 0.299
N × Cover crop - 0.360 0.766 0.987 0.864

Waseca 2017
N <0.001 0.116 <0.001 0.057 0.047

Cover crop - <0.001 0.572 0.105 0.097
N × Cover crop - 0.537 0.225 0.808 0.590

Waseca 2018
N <0.001 0.197 0.265 0.909 0.780

Cover crop - 0.295 0.791 0.474 0.961
N × Cover crop - 0.211 0.430 0.706 0.611

† The fallow cover crop control data is not included in pennycress data analysis.

At the time of seeding pennycress, residual soil Nmin in the 135 N and 135s N treatments
following sweet corn harvest did not differ in three of the four environments, with the exception
being Waseca 2018, where the split application resulted in a higher residual Nmin compared to a single
at-seeding application (Table 4). Additionally, in two of the four environments, residual Nmin from split
applications of N totaling 135 kg N ha−1 (135s N) did not differ compared to applying 200 kg N ha−1

(200 N), while residual Nmin remaining from a single at-seeding application of 135 kg N ha−1 (135 N)
was always less than that remaining after applying 200 kg N ha−1 (200 N).

By the time pennycress was harvested, nitrogen treatment had no effect on residual soil Nmin in
three of four environments (Table 3). At Rosemount in 2017, N treatment had an interactive effect with
cover crop treatment on residual soil Nmin at pennycress harvest (Figure 2). Control plots with no
cover crop left higher residual N than in plots seeded to pennycress at all N rates except 0 kg N ha−1.

Table 4. Residual soil inorganic N (Nmin) by sweet corn N treatment at pennycress seeding at Rosemount
and Waseca, MN in 2017 and 2018 from 0–60 cm.

N Treatment Rosemount † Waseca †

2017 2018 2017 2018

(kg ha−1)

0 28.0 C 33.8 C 33.8 C 52.9 C
65 33.8 C 47.9 C 42.1 BC 54.6 BC

135 61.1 B 85.1 B 45.6 B 62.4 B
135s 73.1 AB 77.3 B 42.4 BC 79.7 A
200 88.6 A 172.1 A 70.9 A 85.1 A

† Values within columns followed by different letters are significantly different (p ≤ 0.05). Data were log transformed
for analysis and back transformed for presentation. Abbreviations: 135s, 135 kg N ha−1 split application.

3.2.2. Cover Crop Treatment

Seeding a cover crop reduced residual soil Nmin remaining by pennycress harvest in Rosemount
2018 and Waseca 2017 (Table 3). For these site-years, leaving plots fallow left on average 27% to 42%
more residual Nmin compared to seeding a pennycress cover crop, regardless of the method of seeding
used (Table 5); this trend was not seen in Waseca in 2018. Across all environments, the method of
seeding pennycress did not affect residual soil Nmin remaining at pennycress harvest (Table 5, Figure 2).
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Table 5. Residual inorganic soil N (Nmin) at pennycress harvest across cover crop treatments at
Rosemount and Waseca, MN in 2017 and 2018 from 0–60 cm.

Cover Crop Treatment Rosemount Waseca

2017 2018 2017 2018

(kg ha−1)

No Pennycress 45.6 A † 55.1 A 78.4 A 41.0 A
DBC+INC 31.2 A 32.2 B 58.1 B 38.8 A

DRILL 30.2 A 32.1 B 56.9 B 41.4 A

† Values within a column followed by different letters are significantly different (p ≤ 0.05). Data were log
transformed for analysis and back transformed for presentation. Abbreviations: DBC+INC, Directed Broadcast
with Incorporation; DRILL, No-till grain drill.
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treatment followed by different letters are significant (p ≤ 0.05). Data was log transformed for analysis
and back transformed for presentation.

3.3. Pennycress Grain Yield, Biomass Production and Nitrogen Uptake

Pennycress grain yield was not affected by the seeding method (Table 3), and was affected by N
treatment in only one of four site-years, Waseca in 2017, (Table 3) where higher N rates applied to sweet
corn tended to result in higher pennycress yields (Table 6). Pennycress yields were low, averaging
601 and 387 kg ha−1 at Rosemount and 324 and 568 kg ha−1 at Waseca in 2017 and 2018, respectively
(Table 6). The pennycress seeding method did not affect aboveground pennycress biomass (Table 3),
which ranged from 1164 to 1454 kg ha−1 at Rosemount and 1019 to 1718 kg ha−1 at Waseca in 2018 and
2019, respectively. Nitrogen uptake by pennycress was the highest for the 200 N treatment at Waseca
in 2017, but did not differ at the other three environments (Tables 3 and 6). The average N uptake for N
treatments across years and locations ranged from 15 to 28 kg N ha−1.
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Table 6. Pennycress seed yield and N Uptake as impacted by sweet corn N treatment for Rosemount
and Waseca during the 2017 and 2018 growing seasons.

N Treatment

Rosemount Waseca

Seed Yield N Uptake Seed Yield N Uptake

2017 2018 2017 2018 2017 † 2018 2017 † 2018

kg ha−1

0 666 287 22 15 329 BC 546 18 B 21
65 553 380 23 20 260 D 487 17 B 17
135 631 381 28 18 345 AB 581 18 B 21
135s 594 442 28 20 266 CD 681 18 B 21
200 643 420 28 20 397 A 559 22 A 24

† Values within columns followed by different letters are significantly different (p ≤ 0.05). Abbreviations: 135s,
135 kg N ha−1 split application.

4. Discussion

Sweet corn yields in our experiment were within average for the respective counties for the given
year, as well as within average for the past five years. While weeds were persistent, regular manual
removal kept weed pressure low. Our results are consistent with previous studies that show increasing
fertilizer rates led to increased levels of residual soil N post-sweet corn harvest [6]. Previous research
has shown the capability of pennycress to reduce residual inorganic soil N [35,37,62], and our study
corroborated these results with the exception of Waseca in 2018, where there was no difference between
pennycress treatments and bare ground. Waseca received 23% and 34% higher than average rainfall
in May and June of 2018, respectively, causing extremely wet field conditions (Table 1). As a result,
we were unable to apply pre-emergent herbicides in the spring, resulting in high weed pressure.
While weeds are undesirable in an agricultural setting, they are a form of living cover, and have been
shown to reduce residual inorganic soil N up to 39 kg ha−1 [63], and are likely the cause of the lack of
difference between pennycress and bare ground plots in Waseca 2018.

Rukavina et al. [46] found that maximum pennycress seed production of 888 kg ha−1 occurred
with 56 kg N ha−1 applied to pennycress as a split application of 28 kg N ha−1 in both the fall and
spring. In our study, residual soil Nmin in the fall after sweet corn harvest and before pennycress
seeding ranged from 28 to 172 kg N ha−1, equal to or far exceeding the fall application in Rukavina’s
study. However, our yields ranged from 601 to 287 kg ha−1, lower than Rukavina et al. [46] (Table 6).
The main cause of low pennycress yields in our study was seed loss due to shatter from heavy rains
at maturity, however it is likely that spring fertilization, as in Rukavina’s study, may be beneficial
to yields.

Additionally, this study found no difference in yield or biomass of pennycress based on seeding
method (i.e., Brillion vs. Broadcasted and Incorporated). Drilling seed is more expensive, largely
based on the greater time requirement compared to broadcasting [64,65], so the ability to broadcast
pennycress seed without affecting yield improves the economic feasibility of cropping systems including
pennycress. Noland et al. [16] and Phippen et al. [47] also found that pennycress biomass and seed
yield did not differ between drilled and broadcast seeding, corroborating the results of our study.

Noland et al. [16] also looked at pennycress N sequestration, but sampled plants in early spring,
before peak biomass, and found only 11.4 kg N ha−1, comparable to the 13.4 kg N ha−1 sequestered
by pennycress in our study in early spring (averaged across all environments) [66]. Weyers et al. [35]
found that pennycress sequestered an additional 35 to 40 kg N ha−1 of soil N by late-spring compared
to bare ground control plots—more than 40% greater than observed. Unlike our study, however,
Weyers et al. [35] applied N fertilizer directly to pennycress in the spring, which may have increased
N availability and pennycress N uptake. For comparison to pennycress, cereal rye (Secale cereale L.),
the most popular winter annual in the upper Midwest, has been shown to sequester around 2 to
114 kg N ha−1 in the northern USA [67–69]. On the other hand, Dean and Weil [70] showed the
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Brassicaceae species forage radish (Raphanus sativus L. cv. Daikon), oilseed radish (Raphanus sativus L.
cv. Adagio) and rape (Brassisca napus L. cv. Dwarf Essex) on average sequestered 32 kg more N ha−1

than rye, though their study was carried out in the Mid-Atlantic USA, which experiences a longer
growing season than the Midwest. This previous research shows that pennycress and other oilseeds
can compete with rye in amount of N sequestered, however, our results suggest there are optimal field
conditions under which this may occur. Future replicated field studies that grow rye and pennycress
side by side would help elucidate key environmental factors to N sequestration in pennycress and how
it will perform against the current most popular winter cover. While winter rye has value as a winter
cover and as a forage, in the upper Midwest it does not reach grain maturity until August [71], leaving
no time for a summer crop. Alternatively, as pennycress matures in late June, it offers farmers an option
to harvest their cover as a second cash crop, creating a financial incentive to plant a winter cover crop.

In this study, the amount of N pennycress sequestered did not increase with increased availability
of soil N at seeding in three of four environments. Blackshaw et al. [72] found a different response
in which pennycress shoot biomass and percent tissue N increased with increasing N fertilizer rates.
However, the minimum fertilizer treatment in the Blackshaw et al. [72] experiment was 40 mg N kg−1

(approximately 90 kg N ha−1), and increased up to 240 mg N kg−1 (approximately 540 kg N ha−1) (soil
depth: 0–15 cm, soil type: Typic Haplustoll sandy loam), 270% greater than the highest N treatment
used in our study or that would be found under best management practices in the field. This may
mean pennycress requires extremely concentrated levels of soil N in order to increase sequestration.
Additionally, Blackshaw et al. [72] experiments were carried out in pots in a greenhouse environment.
There are many factors in the field that are not present in a greenhouse setting that could have limited
the ability of pennycress to sequester N, such as N availability in the soil profile, timing of rain events
or drought, and root structure.

While this study did not directly measure nitrogen lost to leaching or gaseous emissions, it
is important to consider these losses when analyzing the system as a whole. In general, sweet
corn utilizes only 20–42% of applied nitrogen [6], with the rest susceptible to environmental loss.
Pennycress sequestered 11.6% to 78.6% of residual Nmin at pennycress harvest (Tables 4 and 6), with
the percentage sequestered increasing as the amount of residual Nmin decreased, further suggesting
the presence of a limiting factor to pennycress sequestration in the field. The remaining Nmin was
subject to environmental loss. However, as residual Nmin values at pennycress harvest exceeded those
at pennycress planting (Table 5), further mineralization of nitrogen must also be considered. To achieve
a more complete view of the nitrogen cycling in a sweet corn–pennycress rotation, the use of resin bags
as in Carlson [73] would be useful.

When drawing conclusions from these results, it must be considered that pennycress yields were
low in all environments, which may have minimized response to N treatments (Table 6). Heavy rains
before pennycress harvest in all site-years exacerbated seed lost to shatter, and may be the primary
reason seed yields were so low. The pennycress variety ‘MN106′ has the potential to yield upwards
of 2,000 kg ha−1 [37,45], but in our trial yields ranged from 260 to 671 kg ha−1. As a wild accession,
MN106 still exhibits weedy characteristics. Seed shatter from preharvest dehiscing of silicles is one
of the more troublesome weedy traits [38], as it can result in seed losses of up to 300 times the initial
seeding rate [73]. In one study by Cubins, pennycress seed lost to shatter accounted for up to 70% of
the total yield [45]. Breeders at the University of Minnesota are working to select traits that prevent
shattering, which will reduce yield losses in future lines [74].

5. Conclusions

The rate of nitrogen (N) applied to sweet corn did not affect the following pennycress seed yield
(with the exception of Waseca in 2017), total aboveground biomass or biomass N content, indicating
that maximum pennycress yields may be attained under relatively low fertilizer regimes in most years.
Higher fertilizer N applications to sweet corn resulted in higher residual Nmin at pennycress seeding,
but these differences did not carry through to the following summer regardless of the presence or
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absence of pennycress. Environmental losses to leaching, runoff, volatilization or denitrification were
not monitored in this study. However, seeding pennycress after sweet corn did reduce residual Nmin

in three of four site years compared to leaving the ground fallow. While there may be a limit to the
amount of N pennycress can sequester compared to cover crops like rye, it still served as an effective N
catch crop. These findings support the use of the least costly method of seeding, DBC+INC, which did
not jeopardize pennycress yields. However, further research is needed to verify this finding across a
range of environments, as drilled seedings historically outperform broadcast seedings in a variety of
crops. Pennycress can be successfully grown utilizing only the residual inorganic N from a preceding
sweet corn crop. As a winter annual cash cover crop, pennycress has the potential to follow sweet corn.
However, further research is needed to maximize pennycress yield and environmental benefits before
this system can be recommended to farmers.

Author Contributions: Conceptualization, M.S.W. and C.J.R.; methodology, S.A.M., M.S.W. and C.J.R.; validation,
S.A.M. and M.S.W.; formal analysis, S.A.M. and M.S.W.; investigation, S.A.M. and M.S.W.; resources, M.S.W.;
data curation, M.S.W. and S.A.M.; writing—original draft preparation, S.A.M.; writing—review and editing,
S.A.M., M.L.W., M.S.W., R.W.G. and R.L.B.; visualization, S.A.M., M.S.W. and M.L.W.; supervision, M.S.W.; project
administration, M.S.W.; and funding acquisition, M.S.W. All authors have read and agree to the published version
of the manuscript.

Funding: This research was funded by University of Minnesota Forever Green Agricultural Initiative.

Conflicts of Interest: The authors declare no conflict of interest. The funders had no role in the design of the
study; in the collection, analyses, or interpretation of data; in the writing of the manuscript; or in the decision to
publish the results.

References

1. Dhaliwal, D.S.; Williams, M.M. Optimum Plant Density for Crowding Stress Tolerant Processing Sweet Corn.
PLoS ONE 2019, 14, e0223107. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

2. Bavec, M.; Fekonja, M. Organic and Mineral Nitrogen Fertilizers in Sweet Maize (Zea mays L. saccharata Sturt.)
Production under Temperate Climate. Zemdirbyste-Agriculture 2013, 100, 243–250. [CrossRef]

3. Gao, L.; Li, W.; Ashraf, U.; Lu, W.; Li, Y.; Li, C.; Li, G.; Li, G.; Hu, J. Nitrogen Fertilizer Management and
Maize Straw Return Modulate Yield and Nitrogen Balance in Sweet Corn. Agronomy 2020, 10, 362. [CrossRef]

4. USDA/NASS. 2018 State Agriculture Overview for Minnesota. Available online: https://www.nass.usda.gov/

Quick_Stats/Ag_Overview/stateOverview.php?state=MINNESOTA (accessed on 11 January 2020).
5. USDA-NASS. United States Department of Agriculture, CropScape—National Agricultural Statistics

Service Crop Data Layer Program. Available online: https://nassgeodata.gmu.edu/CropScape/ (accessed on
2 January 2020).

6. Rosen, C.J.; Crants, J.; McNearney, M.; Fritz, V.; Rohwer, C. Establishing Nitrogen Credits Following a Sweet
Corn Crop; Minnesota Department of Agricultural Grant Report: Saint Paul, MN, USA, 2017.

7. Fritz, V.A.; Randall, G.W.; Rosen, C.J. Characterization and Utilization of Nitrogen Contained in Sweet Corn
Silage Waste. Agron. J. 2001, 93, 627–633. [CrossRef]

8. Andraski, T.W.; Bundy, L.G. Cover Crop Effects on Corn Yield Response to Nitrogen on an Irrigated Sandy
Soil. Agron. J. 2005, 97, 1239–1244. [CrossRef]

9. Bundy, L.G.; Andraski, T.W. Recovery of Fertilizer Nitrogen in Crop Residues and Cover Crops on an
Irrigated Sandy Soil. Soil Sci. Soc. Am. J. 2005, 69, 640–648. [CrossRef]

10. Kaiser, D.E.; Fernandez, F.; Coulter, J. Fertilizing Corn in Minnesota; University of Minnesota Extension:
Saint Paul, MN, USA, 2018.

11. Prasad, R.; Hochmuth, G.J. Environmental Nitrogen Losses from Commercial Crop Production Systems in
the Suwannee River Basin of Florida. PLoS ONE 2016, 11, e0167558. [CrossRef]

12. Minnesota Pollution Control Agency. The Minnesota Nutrient Reduction Strategy; Minnesota Pollution Control
Agency: Saint Paul, MN, USA, 2014.

13. Salmerón, M.; Cavero, J.; Quílez, D.; Isla, R. Winter Cover Crops Affect Monoculture Maize Yield and
Nitrogen Leaching under Irrigated Mediterranean Conditions. Agron. J. 2010, 102, 1700–1709. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0223107
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/31557241
http://dx.doi.org/10.13080/z-a.2013.100.031
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/agronomy10030362
https://www.nass.usda.gov/Quick_Stats/Ag_Overview/stateOverview.php?state=MINNESOTA
https://www.nass.usda.gov/Quick_Stats/Ag_Overview/stateOverview.php?state=MINNESOTA
https://nassgeodata.gmu.edu/CropScape/
http://dx.doi.org/10.2134/agronj2001.933627x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2134/agronj2005.0052
http://dx.doi.org/10.2136/sssaj2004.0216
http://dx.doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0167558
http://dx.doi.org/10.2134/agronj2010.0180


Agronomy 2020, 10, 614 11 of 13

14. Teixeira, E.I.; Johnstone, P.; Chakwizira, E.; de Ruiter, J.; Malcolm, B.; Shaw, N.; Zyskowski, R.; Khaembah, E.;
Sharp, J.; Meenken, E.; et al. Sources of Variability in the Effectiveness of Winter Cover Crops for Mitigating
N Leaching. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 2016, 220, 226–235. [CrossRef]

15. Heggenstaller, A.H.; Anex, R.P.; Liebman, M.; Sundberg, D.N.; Gibson, L.R. Productivity and Nutrient
Dynamics in Bioenergy Double-cropping Systems. Agron. J. 2008, 100, 1740–1748. [CrossRef]

16. Noland, R.L.; Wells, M.S.; Sheaffer, C.C.; Baker, J.M.; Martinson, K.L.; Coulter, J.A. Establishment and
Function of Cover Crops Interseeded into Corn. Crop Sci. 2018, 58, 863. [CrossRef]

17. Staver, K.W.; Brinsfield, R.B. Using Cereal Grain Winter Cover Crops to Reduce Groundwater Nitrate
Contamination in the Mid-Atlantic Coastal Plain. J. Soil Water Cons. 1998, 53, 230–240.

18. Thomsen, I.K.; Hansen, E.M. Cover Crop Growth and Impact on N Leaching as Affected by Pre- and
Postharvest Sowing and Time of Incorporation. Soil Use Manag. 2014, 30, 48–57. [CrossRef]

19. Malcolm, B.J.; Cameron, K.C.; Di, H.J.; Edwards, G.R.; Moir, J.L. The Effect of Four Different Pasture Species
Compositions on Nitrate Leaching Losses under High N Loading. Soil Use Manag. 2014, 30, 58–68. [CrossRef]

20. Malcolm, B.J.; Moir, J.L.; Cameron, K.C.; Di, H.J.; Edwards, G.R. Influence of Plant Growth and Root
Architecture of Italian Ryegrass (Lolium multiflorum) and Tall Fescue (Festuca arundinacea) on N Recovery
during Winter. Grass Forage Sci. 2015, 70, 600–610. [CrossRef]

21. McLenaghen, R.D.; Cameron, K.C.; Lampkin, N.H.; Daly, M.L.; Deo, B. Nitrate Leaching from Ploughed
Pasture and the Effectiveness of Winter Catch Crops in Reducing Leaching Losses. N. Z. J. Agric. Res. 1996,
39, 413–420. [CrossRef]

22. Valkama, E.; Lemola, R.; Känkänen, H.; Turtola, E. Meta-Analysis of the Effects of Undersown Catch Crops
on Nitrogen Leaching Loss and Grain Yields in the Nordic Countries. Agric. Ecosyst. Environ. 2015, 203,
93–101. [CrossRef]

23. Conservation Technology Information Center. Annual Report: 2016–2017 Cover Crop Survey; Conservation
Technology Information Center, the North Central Region Sustainable Agriculture Research and Education
Program, and the American Seed Trade Association: West Lafayette, IN, USA, 2017.

24. Roesch-Mcnally, G.E.; Basche, A.D.; Arbuckle, J.G.; Tyndall, J.C.; Miguez, F.E.; Bowman, T.; Clay, R.
The Trouble with Cover Crops: Farmers’ Experiences with Overcoming Barriers to Adoption. Renew. Agric.
Food Syst. 2018, 33, 322–333. [CrossRef]

25. Arbuckle, J.G.; Roesch-McNally, G. Cover Crop Adoption in Iowa: The Role of Perceived Practice
Characteristics. J. Soil Water Conserv. 2015, 70, 418–429. [CrossRef]

26. Singer, J.W.; Nusser, S.M.; Alf, C.J. Are Cover Crops Being Used in the US Corn Belt. J. Soil Water Cons. 2007,
62, 353–358.

27. Maryland Department of Agriculture. 2016–2017 Cover Crop Program Acres Planted Summary by County;
Maryland Department of Agriculture: Annapolis, MD, USA, 2017.

28. United States Department of Agriculture–National Agricultural Statistics Service. 2017 Census of
Agriculture. United States Summary and State Data; Geographic Area Series Part 51. Publication AC-17-A-51;
U.S. Department of Agriculture: Washington, DC, USA, 2019; Volume 1.

29. Reimer, A.P.; Weinkauf, D.K.; Prokopy, L.S. The Influence of Perceptions of Practice Characteristics: An
Examination of Agricultural Best Management Practice Adoption in Two Indiana Watersheds. J. Rural Stud.
2012, 28, 118–128. [CrossRef]

30. Gesch, R.W.; Archer, D.W.; Berti, M.T. Dual Cropping Winter Camelina with Soybean in the Northern Corn
Belt. Agron. J. 2014, 106, 1735–1745. [CrossRef]

31. Groeneveld, J.H.; Klein, A.-M. Pollination of Two Oil-Producing Plant Species: Camelina (Camelina Sativa L.
Crantz) and Pennycress (Thlaspi arvense L.) Double-cropping in Germany. GCB Bioenergy 2014, 6, 242–251.
[CrossRef]

32. Eberle, C.A.; Thom, M.D.; Nemec, K.T.; Forcella, F.; Lundgren, J.G.; Gesch, R.W.; Riedell, W.E.; Papiernik, S.K.;
Wagner, A.; Peterson, D.H.; et al. Using Pennycress, Camelina, and Canola Cash Cover Crops to Provision
Pollinators. Ind. Crops Prod. 2015, 75, 20–25. [CrossRef]

33. Johnson, G.A.; Kantar, M.B.; Betts, K.J.; Wyse, D.L. Field Pennycress Production and Weed Control in a
Double Crop System with Soybean in Minnesota. Agron. J. 2015, 107, 532–540. [CrossRef]

34. Gesch, R.W. Ecosystem Services Provided by Oilseed Cover Crops; University of Minnesota: Saint Paul, MN,
USA, 2017.

http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2016.01.019
http://dx.doi.org/10.2134/agronj2008.0087
http://dx.doi.org/10.2135/cropsci2017.06.0375
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/sum.12083
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/sum.12101
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/gfs.12157
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00288233.1996.9513202
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.agee.2015.01.023
http://dx.doi.org/10.1017/S1742170517000096
http://dx.doi.org/10.2489/jswc.70.6.418
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.jrurstud.2011.09.005
http://dx.doi.org/10.2134/agronj14.0215
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/gcbb.12122
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.indcrop.2015.06.026
http://dx.doi.org/10.2134/agronj14.0292


Agronomy 2020, 10, 614 12 of 13

35. Weyers, S.; Thom, M.; Forcella, F.; Eberle, C.; Matthees, H.; Gesch, R.; Ott, M.; Feyereisen, G.; Strock, J.;
Wyse, D. Reduced Potential for Nitrogen Loss in Cover Crop-Soybean Relay Systems in a Cold Climate.
J. Environ. Qual. 2019, 48, 660–669. [CrossRef]

36. Thom, M.; Forcella, F.; Eberle, C.; Matthees, H.; Weyers, S.; Gesch, R.; Ott, M.; Feyereisen, G.; Strock, J.;
Wyse, D. Reduced-Nutrient Leachates in Cash Cover Crop-Soybean Systems. bioRxiv 2018, 254169. [CrossRef]

37. Johnson, G.A.; Wells, M.S.; Anderson, K.; Gesch, R.W.; Forcella, F.; Wyse, D.L. Yield Tradeoffs and Nitrogen
between Pennycress, Camelina, and Soybean in Relay- and Double-Crop Systems. Agron. J. 2017, 109, 2128.
[CrossRef]

38. Sedbrook, J.C.; Phippen, W.B.; Marks, M.D. New Approaches to Facilitate Rapid Domestication of a Wild
Plant to an Oilseed Crop: Example Pennycress (Thlaspi Arvense L.). Plant Sci. 2014, 227, 122–132. [CrossRef]

39. Evangelista, R.L.; Cermak, S.C.; Hojilla-Evangelista, M.P.; Moser, B.R.; Isbell, T.A. Field Pennycress: A New
Oilseed Crop for the Production of Biofuels, Lubricants, and High-Quality Proteins. In Surfactants in Tribology;
CRC Press: Boca Raton, FL, USA, 2017; Volume 5, pp. 369–400. [CrossRef]

40. Fan, J.; Shonnard, D.R.; Kalnes, T.N.; Johnsen, P.B.; Rao, S. A Life Cycle Assessment of Pennycress
(Thlaspi arvense L.) -Derived Jet Fuel and Diesel. Biomass Bioenergy 2013, 55, 87–100. [CrossRef]

41. Sindelar, A.J.; Schmer, M.R.; Gesch, R.W.; Forcella, F.; Eberle, C.A.; Thom, M.D.; Archer, D.W. Winter Oilseed
Production for Biofuel in the US Corn Belt: Opportunities and Limitations. GCB Bioenergy 2017, 9, 508–524.
[CrossRef]

42. Cermak, S.C.; Biresaw, G.; Isbell, T.A.; Evangelista, R.L.; Vaughn, S.F.; Murray, R. New Crop Oils-Properties
as Potential Lubricants. Ind. Crops Prod. 2013, 44, 232–239. [CrossRef]

43. Chopra, R.; Johnson, E.B.; Emenecker, R.; Cahoon, E.B.; Lyons, J.; Kliebenstein, D.J.; Daniels, E.; Dorn, K.M.;
Esfahanian, M.; Folstad, N.; et al. Progress toward the Identification and Stacking of Crucial Domestication
Traits in Pennycress. bioRxiv 2019, 609990. [CrossRef]

44. Phippen, W.B.; Phippen, M.E. Soybean Seed Yield and Quality as a Response to Field Pennycress Residue.
Crop Sci. 2012, 52, 2767–2773. [CrossRef]

45. Cubins, J.A. Harvest Time Optimization of Pennycress for Use within the Corn-Soybean Rotation.
Master’s Thesis, University of Minnesota, Saint Paul, MN, USA, 2019.

46. Rukavina, H.; Sahm, D.C.; Manthey, L.K.; Phippen, W.B. The Effect of Nitrogen Rate on Field Pennycress Yield
and Oil Content; Western Illinois University: Macomb, IL, USA, 2011.

47. Phippen, W.; Gallant, J.; Phippen, M. Evaluation of Planting Method and Seeding Rates with Field Pennycress
(Thlaspi Arvense L.); Western Illinois University: Macomb, IL, USA, 2010.

48. Carr, P.M. Potential of Fanweed and Other Weeds as Novel Industrial Oilseed Crops. In New Crops; Janick, J.,
Simon, J.E., Eds.; Wiley: New York, NY, USA, 1993.

49. Hazebroek, J.P.; Metzger, J.D. Environmental Control of Seed Germination in Thlaspi arvense (Cruciferae).
Am. J. Bot. 1990, 77, 945–953. [CrossRef]

50. 1981–2010 Normals|Data Tools|Climate Data Online (CDO)|National Climatic Data Center (NCDC). Available
online: https://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/cdo-web/datatools/normals (accessed on 11 January 2020).

51. Combs, S.M.; Nathan, M.V. Soil Organic Matter. In Recommended Chemical Soil Test Procedures for the North
Central Region; North Central Regional Research Publication No. 221 (Revised); Missouri Agricultural
Experiment Station: Columbia, MO, USA, 1998; pp. 53–58.

52. Brown, J.R. (Ed.) Recommended Chemical Soil Test Procedures for the North Central Region; Missouri Agricultural
Experiment Station: Columbia, MO, USA, 1998.

53. United States Department of Agriculture–Soil Conservation Service. Method No. 5A3a. Cation Exchange
Capacity by Summation. In Soil Survey Laboratory Methods Manual; Soil Survey Investigations Report No. 42;
United Stated Department of Agriculture–Soil Conservation Service: Washington, DC, USA, 1992.

54. Watson, M.E.; Brown, J.R. PH and Lime Requirement. In Recommended Chemical Soil Test Procedures for the
North Central Region; North Central Regional Research Publication No. 221 (Revised); Missouri Agricultural
Experiment Station: Columbia, MO, USA, 1998.

55. Mehlich, A. Mehlich 3 Soil Test Extractant: A Modification of Mehlich 2 Extractant. Commun. Soil Sci.
Plant Anal. 1984, 15, 1409–1416. [CrossRef]

56. Fassel, V.A.; Kniseley, R.N. Inductively Coupled Plasma. Optical Emission Spectroscopy. Anal. Chem. 1974,
46, 1110A–1120A. [CrossRef]

http://dx.doi.org/10.2134/jeq2018.09.0350
http://dx.doi.org/10.1101/254169
http://dx.doi.org/10.2134/agronj2017.02.0065
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.plantsci.2014.07.008
http://dx.doi.org/10.1201/9781315120829-19
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.biombioe.2012.12.040
http://dx.doi.org/10.1111/gcbb.12297
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.indcrop.2012.10.035
http://dx.doi.org/10.1101/609990
http://dx.doi.org/10.2135/cropsci2012.03.0192
http://dx.doi.org/10.1002/j.1537-2197.1990.tb15189.x
https://www.ncdc.noaa.gov/cdo-web/datatools/normals
http://dx.doi.org/10.1080/00103628409367568
http://dx.doi.org/10.1021/ac60349a756


Agronomy 2020, 10, 614 13 of 13

57. O’dell, J.W. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Method 350.1: Determination of Ammonia Nitrogen by
Semi-Automated Colorimetry; United States Environmental Protection Agency: Washington, DC, USA, 1993;
Volume 45268.

58. Gelderman, R.H.; Beegle, D. Nitrate-Nitrogen. In Recommended Chemical Soil Test Procedures for the North
Central Region; North Central Regional Research Publication No. 221 (Revised); Missouri Agricultural
Experiment Station: Columbia, MO, USA, 1998.

59. Willis, R.B.; Gentry, C.E. Automated Method for Determining Nitrate and Nitrite in Water and Soil Extracts.
Commun. Soil Sci. Plant Anal. 1987, 18, 625–636. [CrossRef]

60. Askew, E.F. Determination of Inorganic Ammonia by Continuous Flow Gas Diffusion and Conductivity Cell Analysis;
Timberline Ammonia-001; Timberline Instruments: Boulder, CO, USA, 2011.

61. USDA/NASS QuickStats Query Tool. Available online: https://quickstats.nass.usda.gov/ (accessed on
11 January 2020).

62. Ott, M. Four Cover Crops Dual-Cropped with Soybean: Agronomics, Income, and Nutrient Uptake Across
Minnesota. Master’s Thesis, University of Minnesota, Saint Paul, MN, USA, 2018.

63. Premrov, A.; Coxon, C.E.; Hackett, R.; Kirwan, L.; Richards, K.G. Effects of Over-Winter Green Cover on Soil
Solution Nitrate Concentrations beneath Tillage Land. Sci. Total Environ. 2014, 470–471, 967–974. [CrossRef]

64. United States Department of Agriculture–Natural Resources Conservation Service. Seedbed Preparation and
Seed to Soil Contact; United States Department of Agriculture: Spokane, WA, USA, 2005.

65. Johnson, S.R. Estimated Costs of Pasture and Hay Production, Iowa State Extension: Ames, IA, USA. Available
online: https://www.extension.iastate.edu/agdm/crops/html/a1-15.html (accessed on 2 January 2020).

66. Moore, S.A. University of Minnesota, Saint Paul, MN, USA. Unpublished work, 2020.
67. Everett, L.A.; Wilson, M.L.; Pepin, R.J.; Coulter, J.A. Winter Rye Cover Crop with Liquid Manure Injection

Reduces Spring Soil Nitrate but Not Maize Yield. Agronomy 2019, 9, 852. [CrossRef]
68. Wilson, M.L.; Allan, D.L.; Baker, J.M.; Pagliari, P.H. Comparing Methods for Overseeding Winter Rye into

Standing Soybean. Agroecosys. Geosci. Environ. 2019, 2. [CrossRef]
69. Hively, W.D.; Cox, W.J. Interseeding Cover Crops into Soybean and Subsequent Corn Yields. Agron. J. 2001,

93, 308–313. [CrossRef]
70. Dean, J.E.; Weil, R.R. Brassica Covers for Nitrogen Retention in the Mid-Atlantic Coastal Plain. J. Environ. Qual.

2009, 38, 520–528. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
71. United States Department of Agriculture-National Agriculture Statistics Service. Usual Planting and Harvesting

Dates for U.S. Field Crops; United States Department of Agriculture: Washington, DC, USA, 2010.
72. Blackshaw, R.E.; Brandt, R.N.; Janzen, H.H.; Entz, T.; Grant, C.A.; Derksen, D.A. Differential Response of

Weed Species to Added Nitrogen. Weed Sci. 2003, 51, 532–539. [CrossRef]
73. Carlson, R.J. Continuous Living Cover in a Corn-Soybean Rotation: Management Approaches and

Environmental Benefits. Master’s Thesis, University of Minnesota, Saint Paul, MN, USA, 2018.
74. Dorn, K.M.; Fankhauser, J.D.; Wyse, D.L.; Marks, M.D. A Draft Genome of Field Pennycress (Thlaspi arvense)

Provides Tools for the Domestication of a New Winter Biofuel Crop. DNA Res. 2015, 22, 121–131. [CrossRef]

© 2020 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/10.1080/00103628709367847
https://quickstats.nass.usda.gov/
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.scitotenv.2013.10.057
https://www.extension.iastate.edu/agdm/crops/html/a1-15.html
http://dx.doi.org/10.3390/agronomy9120852
http://dx.doi.org/10.2134/age2019.04.0023
http://dx.doi.org/10.2134/agronj2001.932308x
http://dx.doi.org/10.2134/jeq2008.0066
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/19202022
http://dx.doi.org/10.1614/0043-1745(2003)051[0532:DROWST]2.0.CO;2
http://dx.doi.org/10.1093/dnares/dsu045
http://creativecommons.org/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/.

	Introduction 
	Materials and Methods 
	Site Description 
	Weather Data 
	Experimental Setup 
	Sampling and Analyses 

	Results 
	Sweet Corn 
	Soil N 
	N Treatment 
	Cover Crop Treatment 

	Pennycress Grain Yield, Biomass Production and Nitrogen Uptake 

	Discussion 
	Conclusions 
	References

