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Web

The Cornell web logo (above) is a simplified version of the 
Cornell logo, adapted for use on screen. The Cornell web logo 
consists of the insignia and the logotype, which are treated as a 
single unit—the insignia and logotype may not be separated.

The print version of the Cornell logo should not be used online 
or in electronic media intended to be viewed on screen. 

Cornell University web sites and web pages should be developed with 
the following guiding principles.

User-Friendly Approach
Every stage of development should be steeped in consideration of the goals of 
your users when accessing the site. Define and prioritize your audiences, then 
design content, layout, and navigation accordingly. Make every element of your 
site intuitive and meaningful for your users.

Brand Consistency

Make sure your users know that your site is part of Cornell University by using 
the logo banners and supporting elements (color, imagery, etc.). Refer to the 
university’s brand guidelines during the creative process to help guide your 
development.

Strong Content

Without content, there can be no site. Create engaging materials and maintain 
them with regularly planned updates. Include events and news when relevant to 
your users, and don’t be afraid to take content risks in an effort to connect with 
your audience.

While the university provides brand guidelines and encourages their adoption by 
its individual colleges, schools, and other entities, it does not require that each 
guideline be followed, beyond the minimum threshold of logo use. This book is 
meant to complement, with some flexibility, college and unit brand guidelines 
that accomplish more specific goals. 

Cornell does not require a universal editorial style; instead, colleges and units 
may use their preferred style guide. Communicators should take care to avoid 
using “shop talk” in external communications. For example, avoid use of 
acronyms for Cornell programs and units, as these are not readily understood 
outside the university.

Web Principles
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RESULTS
MEAN ABOVEGROUND COVER CROP BIOMASS N 

AND C RETURNED TO SOILS, BY MANAGEMENT SCENARIO 

Figure 5.  Average aboveground cover crop N and C returned to soils, by different 
2-year cover crop management scenarios; 1) standard overwinter rye (Secale 
cereale) cover crop (Oct.-April);  2) Brassica cover crop biofumigation in year one 
followed by standard overwinter rye; 3) Brassica cover crop biofumigation followed 
by rye cover crops grown for a rolled mulch (Oct-May) for a reduced tillage planting.

Figure 4. On-farm cucurbit cash crop (Cucurbita pepo) yield response to 
biofumigation treatment alone in 2015 (n=4) and integrated biofumigation + 
reduced tillage treatment 2016 (n=8) vs. grower standard control treatments. 

ON-FARM YIELD RESPONSE TO TREATMENT

2015
(p = 0.58)

2016
(p = 0.30)

¨ Negligible P. capsici blight all 
seasons (dry) & locations

¨ Both years on-farm:
NSD in cucurbit yield response 
(p > 0.10) to treatments

¨ LIHREC- Biofumigation + CT > 
control; RT treatments NSD 
from either (weeds or nutrient 
issue?)

¨ 2-yr cumulative biofumigation 
+ RT cover crop biomass 
returns to soils vs. standard 
control: 

¨ ~4.9x more C (5402 kg ha-1)

¨ ~3.5x more N (270 kg ha-1)

¨ Soil health- largely NSD 
treatments on (p > 0.10)

¨ LIHREC- greater soil 
respiration in NT 
treatments, lower AWC, 
infiltration (compaction, 
incorporated rye?)

¨ On-farm infiltration rates: 
1) Positive relationship 
with SOM content (r2 = 

0.87, p > 0.01) 
2) Negative relationship 
with soil sand content (r2 

= 0.83, p > 0.01)

ON-FARM SOIL INFILTRATION RATE BY
SOIL ORGANIC MATTER CONTENT

Figure 6. Positive relationship between measured average on-farm soil 
infiltration rates and soil organic matter content from soil health assay 
data (transformed log fit, r2 = 0.87, p < 0.0001). An inverse, negative 
relationship between infiltration rates and % sand in soils was also evident 
(transformed log fit, r2 = 0.83, p < 0.0001).



CONCLUSIONS

¨ Longer-term studies may be needed re: 
1) Possible cumulative biofumigation & RT effects
2) Assuring P. capsici blight incidence- opportunity 
to collect evidence!

¨ Better understanding of 
Brassica cover crop
management and in-field 
biofumigation is in order

¨ Biof. + RT to help build SOM 
> improved infiltration rates over time?

¨ Robust rolled rye mulch: lower fruit/
P. capsici-infested soil contact? 
• improved RT weed control? 


