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Abstract
The Panola Mountain Research Watershed (PMRW) is a 41-hectare forested catchment within the
Piedmont Province of the Southeastern United States. Observations, experimentation, and numerical
modeling have been conducted at Panola over the past 35 years. But to date, these studies have not been
fully incorporated into a more comprehensive synthesis. Here we describe the evolving perceptual
understanding of streamflow generation mechanisms at the PMRW. We show how the long-term study
has enabled insights that were initially unforeseen but are also unachievable in short-term studies. In
particular, we discuss how the accumulation of field evidence, detailed site characterization, and
modeling enabled a priori hypotheses to be formed, later rejected, and then further refined through
repeated field campaigns. The extensive characterization of the soil and bedrock provided robust process
insights not otherwise achievable from hydrometric measurements and numerical modeling alone. We
focus on two major aspects of streamflow generation: the role of hillslopes (and their connection to the
riparian zone) and the role of catchment storage in controlling fluxes and transit times of water in the
catchment. Finally, we present location-independent hypotheses based on our findings at PMRW and
suggest ways to assess the representativeness of PMRW in the broader context of headwater watersheds.

Introduction
Development of perceptual models of streamflow generation processes are central to the field of
catchment hydrology and are recognized among the 23 major Unsolved scientific Problems in Hydrology
(UPH; Blöschl, et al., 2019). Specifically, UPH 8: “Why do streams respond so quickly to precipitation
inputs when storm flow is so old, and what is the transit time distribution of water in the terrestrial water
cycle?”, and UPH 12: “What are the processes that control hillslope–riparian–stream–groundwater
interactions and when do the compartments connect?” But despite widespread interest in such questions,
place-based research where these questions can be answered is limited. And many, if not most of our field
sites and studies are short-term in duration, often on the timescale at which a student earns a PhD.
Here, we synthesize catchment research at the Panola Mountain Research Watershed (PMRW) where
continuous observations over the past 35 years have addressed these key unanswered questions in
hydrology and also related questions, such as UPH 9: “How do flood-rich and drought-rich periods arise,
are they changing, and if so why?” And UPH 13: “What are the processes controlling the fluxes of
groundwater across boundaries (e.g., groundwater recharge […])?”
Here we describe how our perceptual understanding of streamflow generation at PMRW has evolved,
through rejection and refinement of hypotheses, by focusing on two lines of research. Firstly, the
hydrologic storm response on hillslopes, as measured at a trench face (Freer et al., 2002; Tromp-van
Meerveld & McDonnell, 2006a, 2006b) and at the hillslope-riparian transition (van Meerveld, Seibert, &
Peters, 2015). Secondly, the extensive subsurface characterization of the catchment combined with agedating techniques (Burns et al., 2003) and baseflow recession analysis (Peters & Aulenbach, 2011). Many
unpublished observations also shaped our ideas and hypotheses about runoff generation processes. We
discuss how these observations led to follow up studies that ultimately yielded new challenges to our
evolving understanding. In doing so, we also highlight how measurements designed for one purpose

provided critical insights to other processes and the development of new hypotheses. We further note how
subsurface characterization through geophysical and geochemical measurements enabled more precise
process identification. Here, we highlight the importance of long-term place-based studies, generalize our
findings, and provide research recommendations to others.

Study Site Description
Panola Mountain Research Watershed (PMRW) is a 41-ha headwater catchment within the Piedmont
Physiographic Province of the United States (U.S.), located 25 km southeast of Atlanta, Georgia. PMRW
was initiated by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) in 1985. Since then, PMRW has been an
experimental catchment for long-term monitoring and water quality sampling of precipitation,
streamflow, groundwater, and soil water. Initial research was part of the USGS Acid Precipitation Thrust
Program (1985–1995), focusing on the effects of atmospheric acidic deposition. PMRW was selected
because high sensitivity to acidic deposition effects was expected due to thin soils and weakly reactive
granodiorite bedrock. From 1991–2016, PMRW was among five diverse study catchments of the USGS
Water, Energy and Biogeochemical Budgets (WEBB) Program. Research in WEBB focused on the water
cycle, streamflow generation, geochemical mass balances, and element cycling (Huntington, Hooper,
Peters, Bullen, & Kendall, 1993; Baedecker & Friedman, 2000). Current research focuses on
evapotranspiration, recharge, and drought as part of the USGS Climate Research and Development
Program. Research at PMRW has been greatly enhanced by academic collaboration.
Elevations at PMRW range from 224 to 279 m above sea level. The climate is humid continental to
subtropical. Annual precipitation averaged 1,250 mm (<1% as snow) (water years 1986–2018) and is
relatively uniformly distributed throughout the year (Figure 1). Frontal systems bring long duration,
typically low intensity rainstorms in winter. In contrast, short intense convective thunderstorms are
common in spring and summer (April–September). Annual average air temperature is 15.1°C (water years
1986–2018) and monthly average temperatures range from 5.2°C (January) to 24.5°C (July). Annual
runoff averaged 358 mm, resulting in an average runoff ratio of 0.29 (water years 1986–2015; annual
range 0.13–0.50; Aulenbach & Peters; 2018). Runoff is highest between January and March and lowest
between July and October (Figure 1). Seasonality of the water budget results from high rates of potential
evapotranspiration (PET) in summer that frequently exceed precipitation, reflecting water-limited
conditions. Actual evapotranspiration (AET), as determined from a long-term water budget with storage,
averages 71% of P, about 75% of PET—indicating water deficits (Aulenbach & Peters; 2018).
Groundwater recharge occurs predominantly between September and March when precipitation exceeds
PET.
Second-growth forest occurs over 90% of PMRW, regenerated naturally on abandoned agricultural land.
In the Georgia Piedmont, forests were cleared and settled by about 1800, with subsistence farming later
replaced by cotton growing (Brender, 1974). Tree species include about equal amounts of deciduous,
coniferous, and mixed forest, and bedrock outcrops occupy the remaining 10% of the area. Present-day
deciduous and mixed forest stands were thought to be abandoned in the early 1900’s while areas with
coniferous stands were in pasture as recently as the 1960’s (Huntington et al., 1993). The oldest
deciduous trees date from about 1905 (one white oak from ~1870), and the oldest coniferous trees date
from about 1935 (based on unpublished dendrochronology analyses from 1992 and 1994; Thomas, C. E.,

U.S. Forest Service, written communication, June 1994). Hillslope soils are predominantly sandy loams
(Inceptisols and Ultisols). Soils in the riparian zone are loams of varying textural composition (Natural
Resources Conservation Service, 2017). Bedrock consists of 320-million-year-old Panola Granite, a
biotite–oligoclase–quartz microcline granodiorite intrusion, and the Clairmont member of the Stonewall,
an amphibolite-biotite gneiss country rock (Higgins et al., 1988; Higgins, Crawford, Atkins, & Crawford,
2003; Crawford et al., 1999; Williams, L., U.S. Geological Survey, written communication, 2006).
Porous, weathered saprolites have developed above the bedrock and are up to 3–4 m thick on the Panola
Granite (White et al., 2001) and typically 5 to 20 m thick on the amphibolite-biotite gneiss (Huntington et
al., 1993).
The watershed includes three tributaries draining the southwestern (SW), southeastern (SE) and eastern
(E) subcatchments (Figure 2). The SW subcatchment follows the main tributary and contains the 3-ha
Granodiorite Outcrop that generates substantial storm runoff at PMRW. Upstream portions of the SE
subcatchment contain deep erosion gullies up to 4 m in depth resulting from the steep slopes and erosionprone farming practices typical of the Southern Piedmont (Brender, 1974; Trimble & Goudie; 2008). The
perennial stream in the lower part of the catchment is underlain by a 5 m deep aquifer, including both
soils and regolith. A piezometer placed in the stream in this area indicate head substantially above the
stream surface (screened 145–84 cm below streambed), suggesting low aquifer permeability. Hillslopes in
the SW subcatchment have an average soil depth <1 m. Hillslopes in the SE and E subcatchments have
not been extensively characterized.
Streamflow is monitored at two permanent gages: the Lower Gage at the outlet of the 41-ha watershed
and the Upper Gage at the outlet of the 10-ha SW subcatchment. Two temporary gages were operated for
a few years on the E and SE tributaries (Figure 2). Most research has focused on the riparian area around
the perennial stream and the SW subcatchment. Initial research focused on stormflow generation from the
Granodiorite Outcrop and the chemical response of the stream to dry acidic deposition on the outcrop.
Research and monitoring were initiated before the advent of cellular technology and sensors with built-in
data loggers. Power and a coaxial communication network were therefore established in the SW
subcatchment. To take advantage of this infrastructure (and datasets already collected for this
subcatchment), subsequent studies also focused on the SW subcatchment. Specific research study areas
within this SW subcatchment and referred to herein include (locations identified by letters in Figure 2 and
study periods indicated in parentheses): (A) the 20 by 20 m hillslope plot adjacent to the Upper Gage
instrumented for throughfall, soil water, and groundwater monitoring (1994–1995; Ratcliffe, 1996;
Ratcliffe, Peters, & Tranter, 1996; Peters & Ratcliffe, 1998); (B) the heavily instrumented 48-m long
planar hillslope (Figure 3a; including wells, piezometers, tension lysimeters, tensiometers, and sap flow
sensors) opposing the Granodiorite Outcrop above a 20-m long trench excavated to bedrock (Figure 3b)
to monitor subsurface flow (1995–1998 and 2002; Freer et al., 1997; Freer et al., 2002; Tromp-van
Meerveld, Peters, & McDonnell, 2007), and; (C) a 36-m long planar hillslope (36% slope) connected to a
10-m wide riparian area (10% slope) adjacent to the intermittent stream channel instrumented with a
network of groundwater wells (2009; Figure 3c; van Meerveld et al., 2015).

The Role of the Hillslopes in Streamflow Generation
Initial perceptual model
The initial perceptual model of the hillslope role in streamflow generation at PMRW was based mainly on
three lines of inquiry: (1) observed hillslope groundwater responses, (2) an end-member mixing analysis
(EMMA) at the catchment outlet, and (3) hydrometric measurements and tracer studies at the hillslope
plot (Figure 2 “A”). This initial conceptualization provided motivation for the trenched hillslope study
(Figure 2 “B” and Figures 3a and b), initiated to better understand hydrologic hillslope flowpaths and
connectivity to the riparian aquifer.
Piezometers that were distributed across the hillslope near experimental hillslope “A” (Figure 2) and
equipped with maximum rise indicators (i.e. cork dust that clings to a wooden stick inserted in the well)
rarely showed water table presence. A water table at the base of hollows was expected, which would
extend some distance upslope during rainfall events (the “saturated wedge”) based on the analysis of
Freeze (1972) and experimental evidence at Bicknoller Combe in England by Weyman (1973).
End-member mixing analysis was used by Hooper, Christophersen, and Peters (1990) and Hooper and
Christophersen (1992) for a geographic source hydrograph separation at the Lower Gage using ambient
tracers. They found that streamwater sources varied seasonally, with groundwater from the SW
subcatchment (measured at a well across the channel from the outcrop) dominating streamwater during
wet winter months when vegetation is dormant and groundwater contributions from the lower riparian
area dominating streamflow during dry summer months. Antecedent wetness conditions and rainfall
intensity also determined how much shallow soil water (measured by a zero-tension lysimeter directly
beneath the soil A-horizon adjacent to the Upper Gage) contributed to streamflow during rainfall events.
The two groundwater sources were chemically distinct because of contrasting mineralogy between the
lower watershed (magnesium and calcium-rich gneiss) and the SW subcatchment (sodium-rich
granodiorite). At this time, the E and SE subcatchments had little sampling, and available end-member
source signatures were assumed representative of large areas of the catchment. The upper catchment end
member (the “hillslope end member”, represented from a well in the riparian zone) was assumed to occur
throughout the granodiorite areas of the catchment, above the contact with the country rock and the lower
catchment end member (the “groundwater end member”) was assumed present throughout the catchment
below the contact with the country rock.
A hydrometric study of three large precipitation events (59–85 mm) at the hillslope adjacent to the Upper
Gage (Figure 2 “A”) combined time-domain reflectometry in the unsaturated zone with groundwater level
data (Figure 2 “A”), and indicated that the groundwater rise preceded the arrival of the soil-water wetting
front (Ratcliffe, 1996; Ratcliffe et al., 1996). The interpretation of these observations was that macropores
allowed water to bypass the unsaturated zone and a perched water table forms in the middle of the soil
profile. Weathered soil at PMRW was expected to form a clay-rich horizon (Bt horizon; Buol & Weed,
1991; West, Abreu, & Bishop, 2008) that would serve as an aquitard, but a clear Bt-horizon was only
observed for soils in relatively flat landscape positions. Soil horizonation is only weakly developed on the
hillslopes. Concerns were also expressed regarding the difficulty in observing a saturated wedge. Other
interpretations of these data were possible (groundwater response at the hillslope base could have been

explained by bank storage from streamflow initiation in the adjacent channel) but the first interpretation
guided subsequent studies.
Before installation of the trench, tracer studies using chloride conducted on this same hillslope (Figure 2
“A”; Peters & Ratcliffe, 1998) and using lithium bromide to characterize subsurface flowpaths on
ridgetop soils in the SW catchment (Huntington, Blum, & White, 1994) supported the view that rainwater
bypassed the unsaturated zone via macropore flow. Also, preferential flow was observed in laboratory
infiltration experiments on undisturbed soil cores from hillslope and ridgetop sites near the trenched
hillslope (Figure 2 “B”, McIntosh, McDonnell, & Peters, 1999). Thus, the perceptual model before trench
installation was that macropore transport was important to shallow water table development, that in-turn
induces downslope water flow and ultimately contributes to streamflow. However, transport via
groundwater or through the unsaturated zone at hillslope “A” was too slow to contribute to peak
streamflow. Because the study area was 20 m from the stream, soil water closer to the stream was
assumed to be the main contributor to stormflow. Furthermore, stormflow at the Upper Gage was
predominantly rainfall (i.e., “new water”) which was assumed to fall in (channel interception) or near
(overland flow and soil water from near-channel areas) the stream, or to originate as runoff from the
Granodiorite Outcrop in the SW subcatchment.
The chloride (Peters & Ratcliffe, 1998) and EMMA (Hooper et al., 1990; Hooper & Christophersen,
1992) tracer studies were not directly comparable. First, the chloride tracer study focused on the SW
subcatchment, while the EMMA study encompassed the entire catchment. Second, the chloride study was
a time-separation into old and new water while the EMMA study was a geographical separation where
end members were assumed constant over time (Christophersen & Hooper, 1992).
Heading into the trenched hillslope study, the perceptual model of streamflow generation recognized the
dominance of groundwater contributions to annual streamflow volumetrically (with seasonally varying
contributions from the lower and upper watersheds) and the quick response to rainfall events attributed to
shallow soil water presumably originating from the outcrop or from rain that rapidly transited the near
riparian zone (Figure 4, original perceptual model). Macropores were thought to be an important transport
mechanism to the water table that would induce downslope water flow that contributes to streamflow.

Main results and changes in the perceptual model of the role of hillslopes in streamflow
generation
The trenched hillslope study (Figure 2 “B”) was initiated to test hypotheses regarding hydrologic
flowpaths on the hillslopes. The initial perceptual model allowed an initial set of hypotheses: (1)
Saturation should develop in hillslope hollows above the trench, and (2) Stormflow exiting the trench
should be chemically similar to the EMMA analysis hillslope end member. Subsurface runoff from the
trench-face was measured in 2-meter hillslope segments and from five individual macropores (Figure 3b).
Tensiometers were installed across the lower hillslope to capture saturated zone development. Bedrocksoil interface topography was determined using a soil corer and small hand auger over a 2-m grid. Depth
to bedrock was highly variable (0–1.83 m, mean 0.63 m).
Initial observations from the trenched hillslope study led to rejection of the first hypothesis that hillslope
groundwater development was controlled by surface topography. Saturation during events did not develop
initially beneath the shallow surface hollow and flow volumes draining through individual trench sections

were not well correlated to downslope flow accumulation based on topographic gradients. Rather, the
more tortuous topography of the soil-bedrock interface, which differed from the topography of the land
surface, controlled subsurface flow volumes (Freer et al., 2002). Trench face flow was more strongly
related to subcatchment area as defined by the bedrock topography and associated downslope flow
accumulation. Flow from instrumented macropores was substantial during larger events, representing up
to 46% of the runoff volume. Burns et al. (1998) observed that variation in water quality among different
trench segments and between the macropores and the trench segments could be explained by the flushing
frequency, which was consistent with the bedrock-controlled spatial saturation patterns.
Fortunately, data collection at the trench continued for several years. Analysis of the stormflow response
from February 1996 through May 1998 indicated that significant (> 1 mm) subsurface flow occurred only
during large (>55 mm) rainfall events when antecedent moisture conditions were high (Tromp-van
Meerveld & McDonnell, 2006a). Comparison with long-term rainfall records suggested that an average of
only 3.2 events per year were larger than this threshold during the fall-spring period and 1.4 events per
year during winter, when antecedent moisture conditions are highest and significant subsurface stormflow
is most likely.
Hydrus-2D model simulations using the measured surface and bedrock topography suggested that a
saturated wedge would not develop and expand upward from the bottom of the trench but would instead
develop at the ridgetop where soils are shallower and then expand and cascade downslope. To test these
simulations, the piezometers installed at each hillslope depth-to-bedrock measurement location were
converted to maximum water-level rise indicators, and several new wells were installed. The findings
confirmed the model simulation dynamics and provided a basis for the rarity of trench flow. Hillslope
soils remain largely unsaturated, except for discontinuous pockets of saturation in bedrock depressions
that fill, and when the rainfall events are sufficiently large, spill and fill other depressions, referred to as
the fill-and-spill mechanism. These saturated zones connect down to the trench face only when the
rainfall threshold is exceeded (“3” in Figure 4) (Tromp-van Meerveld & McDonnell, 2006b). Similar, but
less clear patterns were observed on the lower hillslope by Freer et al. (2002) during a single rainstorm,
which similarly showed the importance of hillslope connectivity for initiation of trench flow.
The relevance of these observations at the trenched hillslope to streamflow generation was assessed by
examining hillslope connectivity to the riparian area downvalley from the trench (Figure 2 “C”), where
flow was unaffected by the trench. This hillslope has thicker soils and a smaller bedrock outcrop near the
ridgetop than the trenched hillslope. This hillslope was instrumented with 26 wells to observe the
occurrence and flow direction of perched groundwater. As expected, the hillslope was disconnected from
the stream most of the time, but when hillslope saturation occurred almost the entire hillslope was
connected to the stream. Connectivity was manifest as more sustained streamflow during and after these
events (van Meerveld et al., 2015). Furthermore, the water levels in riparian zone wells peaked
simultaneously with establishment of hillslope connectivity. Flow directions on the hillslope indicated
competing influences of bedrock and surface topography, the former dominating when water tables were
low at the start and the end of an event (down-valley) and surface topography determining flow directions
under wet conditions at the event peak (more down-slope) (van Meerveld et al., 2015).

Emergent evidence of the importance of infiltration to bedrock

Five sprinkler experiments were performed on the trenched hillslope and a lithium bromide solution was
applied on the hillslope as a line tracer to track flow paths. Sprinkler volumes equal to total annual rainfall
were applied over 4 to 10 days. Tracer recovery was low, but the experiment provided an important
insight that most of the applied water was lost to bedrock. Infiltration was confirmed from bedrock
moisture responses at three locations downslope of the trench face measured by capacitance sensors
installed in tight-fitting holes drilled into competent bedrock (Tromp-van Meerveld et al., 2007). Bedrock
recharge was also inferred to occur on hillslope “C” (Figure 2) from water collecting in bedrock
depressions at the base of soils during events (Figure 4 “2”; van Meerveld et al., 2015) and model
simulations (Tromp-van Meerveld & Weiler, 2008). The bedrock had previously been considered fairly
impermeable and this flowpath was not included in the earlier perceptual model of flowpaths. Instead,
water transport through the bedrock is the dominant transport mechanism from the hillslopes to the
riparian zone (near “2” in Figure 4). Furthermore, distributed hydrological modeling of the trenched
hillslope indicated that groundwater recharge to bedrock accounted for 74% of throughfall while runoff
only accounted for 2.6% of throughfall in 1997 (Appels, Graham, Freer, & McDonnell, 2015). Long
flowpaths through bedrock are consistent with a groundwater age of 26-27 years in a deep bedrock well
near the Lower Gage (Burns et al., 2003). Bedrock cores as deep as 25 m from PMRW indicate the
presence of weathered fractures (Huntington et al., 1993). Contemporaneous geophysical studies of the
Granodiorite Outcrop and bedrock below the hillslope did not reveal extensive vertical fractures (Hebert,
2005; Toteva, 2006) but ground-penetrating radar indicated horizontal fractures to a depth of at least 3 m
(Hebert, 2005). A later recession modeling analysis for streamflow at the outlet suggested that recharge of
the perennial-stream riparian aquifer through bedrock fractures from the hillslope (near “2” in Figure 4)
may explain the slow drainage and nonlinear recession behavior at PMRW (Clark et al., 2009).

Chemistry of subsurface hillslope flow
Broader relevance of the trenched hillslope studies is also apparent within the context of the entire body
of research at PMRW. Samples collected at the trench-face are of a calcium sulfate composition, which
had not been previously observed at PMRW (Hooper, 2001). The chemical dissimilarity between
subsurface trench-face water and the initial outlet EMMA hillslope end member is the basis for rejection
of the second proposed hypothesis regarding chemical similarity between trench stormflow and the
hillslope end member, and suggested minimal connectivity between hillslopes and the stream. Further
analysis indicated that water with trench-face composition accounted for only 2% of streamwater
chemistry variation at the Lower Gage over an extended period (Hooper, 2003). However, Burns et al.
(2001) indicated that a trench-face composition hillslope endmember represented 19 and 16% of total
runoff at the Upper Gage during two large (62 and 96 mm, respectively) winter storms. However, this
discrepancy can be explained by mixing of water passing the Upper Gage with water of a different
chemistry residing in the lower part of the catchment. Other research on calcium cycling at PMRW
(Huntington et al., 2000) discovered that the upper 6 meters of a bedrock core was largely depleted of
calcium (White, Bullen, Vivit, Schulz, & Clow, 1999). Mineralogical analysis indicated no lithogenic
sulfur source. Thus, the chemistry of trench samples is likely controlled by anion and cation exchange
processes in the soil, whereas stream chemistry is dominated by weathering processes. Trench hillslope
soils are predominantly Inceptisols originating from more recent colluvial processes and have a coarser
(i.e., sandy-loam) texture than the older more highly weathered Ultisols found in the riparian area (and
most of hillslope C; Figure 2). Hillslope Inceptisols do not have the same strong sulfate adsorption

capacity as the highly weathered riparian Ultisols (Shanley, 1992), explaining the higher sulfate
concentrations in trench samples.
Observed differences between trench chemistry and the stream led to formation of a place-independent
hypothesis: stream chemistry would be more similar to the trench chemistry if the residence time in the
riparian aquifer was shorter. This led to a three-catchment intercomparison study among Panola (long
residence time), Sleepers River, VT (wetter, intermediate residence time), and Maimai, New Zealand
(very wet, thin soils, short residence time). Results of these studies partially supported that hypothesis, but
required a refinement that soil water on planar to concave slopes is chemically distinct from stream water,
even in the wettest catchment. (Hjerdt, McGlynn, Tromp-van Meerveld, McDonnell, & Hooper, 2001)

The Roles of Riparian Groundwater and Catchment
Storage in Streamflow Generation
Initial perceptual model and hypotheses
At the beginning of the PMRW study, the role of groundwater in streamflow generation was assumed to
be minor. PMRW was considered to be a small, headwater catchment underlain by impermeable
granodiorite rock, present in all outcrops. Surely, whatever alluvial aquifer exists was assumed to be small
and residence times of the water were believed quite short, on the order of months.

An evolving perceptual model of the role of riparian groundwater in streamflow generation
Geophysical and geochemical measurements at PMRW were first made in 1985 and 1986. These were
motivated by an earlier study in the Adirondack Mountains, NY showing that groundwater contributions
determined the difference in the chemical response of two lakes to acidic deposition (Peters & Murdoch,
1985). These measurements showed surprising results. Bedrock cores from the riparian zone indicated
that the gneiss country rock was close to the surface near the Upper Gage and dominated surface
mineralogy in the lower riparian area. Seismic refraction transects indicated that soils plus regolith was up
to 5 m deep in the lower riparian area. The hillslopes generally had much thinner soils plus regolith,
typically <1 m deep. Later research in the SW subcatchment, including well transects installed to bedrock
or refusal across the intermittent stream (Peters et al., 2003a) and a knocking-pole survey at a 10-m gridsize (Zumbuhl, 1998) confirmed the presence of a deep riparian aquifer in this area. Deep erosional
gullies in the E and SE subcatchments indicated deep soils in these areas as well. Riparian zones with
deep soils and regolith are estimated to represent about 15% of the watershed area.
While these observations indicated a potentially large role for groundwater in streamflow generation,
water budget analysis at PMRW initially assumed that change in storage was insignificant at annual time
scales. This lack of focus on water storage also emanated from difficulty in quantifying storage spatially
and temporally (e.g. McNamara et al., 2011).
However, the significance of storage became apparent later from analyses of baseflow dynamics.
Baseflow varied by almost two orders of magnitude, from 0.07 mm·d-1 during extreme drought to
upwards of 2 mm d-1 in late winter, when the intermittent stream in the SW subcatchment was flowing.
Baseflow varies seasonally and averaged from 0.45 mm·d-1 (August) to 1.45 mm·d-1 (March). Baseflow

recession at low flows is gradual, maintaining perennial flow at the catchment outlet. A hydrograph
separation showed that the baseflow runoff proportion (i.e., the baseflow index) was 0.83, and represented
24% of precipitation (Aulenbach & Peters, 2018).
Streamflow contributions of each subcatchment and from the intervening ungaged area that includes the
majority of the lower riparian area (Figure 2) were determined by utilizing temporary gages on the
Eastern and Southeastern tributaries during 1992–1994 (a period with above average streamflow). The
SW subcatchment containing the large Granodiorite Outcrop had 31% higher average streamflow per unit
area than the E and SE subcatchments (Table 1). However, streamflow generation from the intervening
ungaged area was much higher (6.51 mm·d-1; for reference, precipitation during this period was 3.19
mm·d-1)—such that 58% of streamflow occurred from only 12% of the watershed. Not all runoff in the
lower riparian area is from subsurface sources as saturated overland flow is observed in the flat, lowland
near the confluence of the tributaries during very wet conditions.
Groundwater dynamics in the riparian aquifer provided insights into the role of groundwater flow.
Continuous water level measurements in four riparian wells near the perennial stream showed seasonal
variations of about 0.2 to 0.4 m, with additional rises during storms. A nest of piezometers and a single
piezometer in the SW tributary channel near the confluence of the SE tributary showed that groundwater
was flowing upward, suggesting this flat area was recharged from higher adjacent hillslopes. However,
sustained head differences indicated that soils have low permeability and groundwater flow is
correspondingly slow. Another possible recharge source to the lower riparian aquifer is subsurface flow
from the riparian aquifer that sits below the intermittent stream in the SW subcatchment (i.e., above the
Upper Gage), as indicated by the predominantly downvalley flow directions in the riparian area (van
Meerveld et al., 2015; Figure 2 “C”). Seasonal baseflow dynamics may be explained by (subsurface)
activation and connectivity of this area to the riparian aquifer (Figure 5).
The high baseflow contribution to total streamflow, combined with the limited extent of the riparian
aquifer (along with considerations for high AET) requires substantial riparian recharge from either the
hillslopes or runoff from the Granodiorite Outcrop. Several well transects were installed perpendicular to
the stream channel in the SW subcatchment in 1988–1989 and in 1995–1996 to assess the fate of runoff
from the Granodiorite Outcrop and to determine the dynamics of the riparian aquifer along this tributary.
Well transects began near the hillslope base opposite the Granodiorite Outcrop and were installed across
the riparian zone. Some extended across the lower hillslope below the outcrop and/or included a well in
the intermittent stream channel (Figure 2). The wells closest to the hillslope were mostly dry, except
during rainfall events. Some wells closest to the stream channel became dry later in the growing season,
but most sustained a water level about 2 m above the well bottoms for much of the dormant season
(Peters, Freer, & Aulenbach, 2003a). A water level rise of 1 to 2 m was often observed during rainfall
events. These observations reflect abundant recharge of the riparian aquifer by runoff that infiltrates into
the intermittent streambed during rainfall events (Burns et al., 2001). This is also clear from the losing
stream at the outcrop base that is disconnected from the perennial stream (Figure 5a).
Peters et al. (2003a) showed that stormflow water yields at the outlet increased linearly with maximum
event groundwater levels in the riparian well transects in the SW subcatchment when soil moisture at the
deepest probe (70 cm) of a soil profile at hillslope “A” (Figure 2) exceeded a threshold. These
hydrometric responses may incidentally occur with filling of the intermittently saturated aquifer and nonlosing streamflow conditions on the intermittent tributary (Figure 5b), leading to more effective
transmission of runoff from the Granodiorite Outcrop to the watershed outlet. Exceptions to this

mechanism occur for very intense storms that can generate a floodwave from the Granodiorite Outcrop
that exceeds the infiltration capacity of the streambed and moves down the channel as Hortonian overland
flow (Burns et al., 2001). When the riparian aquifer is sufficiently filled, which typically occurs late in the
dormant season, the stream connects and can sustain flow for several days, and for several months during
the wettest winters (Figure 5b). This connectivity is consistent with the occurrence of lower baseflow
magnesium concentrations when the SW intermittent tributary contributes to baseflow, because
groundwater derived from areas with Panola Granite bedrock (SW subcatchment) has lower magnesium
concentrations than groundwaters derived from areas with amphibolite-biotite gneiss bedrock (the
perennial-stream riparian area; Burns et al., 2003).
Riparian aquifer recharge from the hillslopes is inferred from groundwater recharge on the hillslopes. Soil
moisture responses from four profiles in different landscape positions indicate groundwater recharge
when soils are sufficiently wet. Minimum groundwater recharge estimates from soil profile drainage over
several years indicate sufficient recharge to support watershed baseflow and some portion of stormflow
(Aulenbach & Riley, 2020), assuming this water is unavailable to contribute to AET. The aforementioned
lack of hillslope-riparian zone connectivity (except during large events) of the hillslope at site “C” (Figure
2; van Meerveld et al., 2015) and high water losses to bedrock from the trenched hillslope during
sprinkling experiments (Figure 2 “B”; Tromp-van Meerveld et al. 2007) indicate that most hillslope
recharge to the riparian aquifer is through bedrock (Figure 4 “2”). Expected long transit times of
flowpaths through the relatively impermeable bedrock is supported by older groundwater ages from
samples in the riparian area of the lower part of the watershed (6–7 years old, 10–11 in deeper wells;
Burns et al., 2003). Tromp-van Meerveld et al. (2007) used a simple four-component water balance
calculation of catchment drainage areas, estimated average streamflow water yields of the riparian zone,
hillslopes, and outcrops, and determined that subsurface contribution of flow through bedrock was at least
14-21% of streamflow during a 1-year period.
Riparian storage dynamics along the intermittent tributary in the SW subcatchment is important in
stormflow generation at the watershed outlet. Stormflow at the outlet is predominantly derived from the
SW subcatchment, which contains the large Granodiorite Outcrop; stormflow from the other two
perennial tributaries is minor. Semi-distributed perceptual runoff modeling at PMRW using dynamic
TOPMODEL and 30-minute data indicated that three landscape units (bedrock outcrop, hillslope, and
riparian zone) were required to adequately model streamflow responses (Peters, Freer, & Beven, 2003b).
However, infrequent connectivity to the hillslope during storms (van Meerveld et al., 2015; Tromp-van
Meerveld & McDonnell, 2006a) indicates limited hillslope contribution to stormflow. Stormflow studies
based on water chemistry (Peters & Ratcliffe, 1998; Peters, Ratcliffe, & Tranter, 1998) and mixing
models (Hooper et al. 1990; Hooper, Stone, Christophersen, de Grosbois, & Seip, 1998; Burns et al.,
2001) indicate that riparian groundwater dominates stormflow during the latter part of the recession.

An evolving perceptual model of catchment storage
Quantification of catchment storage was facilitated by advances in age dating techniques and the use of
tracers. Burns et al. (2003) used chlorofluorocarbons and tritium/helium–3 data for 19 groundwater
samples from wells in the riparian aquifer. These results indicated that apparent ages increased
downvalley from modern to about 9 years old at the outlet, and also increased with depth below the
surface. The mean age of stream baseflow was 3.2–4.1 years based on a piston flow distribution model
and about 4.5 years based on an exponential distribution model (Burns et al., 2003). Peters, Burns, and

Aulenbach (2014) extended this analysis by relating tritium/helium–3 data to streamwater Si
concentrations and calculated a volume-weighted mean stream water transit time (VW MTT) of ~4.7
years, but more than 10 years during dry years. Transit times were surprisingly long for a small headwater
catchment, indicating substantial storage. A VW MTT of 4.7 years along with mean annual baseflow of
~212 mm implies a total watershed storage of ~1000 mm (cf., McGuire & McDonnell, 2006). Assuming a
porosity of 0.4, this indicates an average watershed aquifer saturated thickness of 2.5 m. This is
substantially larger than the storage expected based on soil plus regolith thicknesses, suggesting either a
greater spatial extent of the thicker riparian aquifer than previously assumed, underestimated hillslope soil
thicknesses, or substantial storage in bedrock.
The large total storage convinced us to quantify dynamic (active) storage. Dynamic storage of a
catchment can be expressed by streamflow recession characteristics, but combining short segments of
recession into a master recession curve is confounded at PMRW by highly variable ET and seasonally
water-limiting conditions making AET estimates difficult. An alternate approach was developed by
combining recession analysis with a daily water budget accounting scheme to adjust recessions for
variations in AET. This approach was applied only during the dormant season when calculated PET ~
AET, while fitting the initial storage conditions for each year to obtain a single relationship (Peters &
Aulenbach, 2011; McNamara et al., 2011). Dynamic storage was estimated from the derived baseflowwatershed storage relationships as 526 and 566 mm (WYs 1986–2015), depending on the variant
relationship used (Aulenbach & Peters, 2018). Dynamic storage estimates were surprisingly large,
representing 42 to 45% of annual average precipitation, and variations played a substantial role in the
water budget, consistent with the large range in observed baseflow and annual runoff ratios. Differences
between total (~1000 mm) and dynamic storage is also substantial (~450 mm). A detailed 1-m resolution
topography supports a large area of relatively inactive storage in the lower portion of the riparian aquifer
containing the perennial stream because much of the bottom portion of this aquifer lies near and below
the elevation of the watershed outlet, which sits on bedrock and acts as a pour point that keeps the lower
parts of the aquifer saturated (Figure 5).

Open Questions and Future Opportunities at PMRW
Our current understanding of streamflow generation at PMRW indicates several future research
opportunities to develop further insight into processes and related UPHs not yet fully understood.
Recharge of the riparian aquifer via flowpaths from the hillslope in the saprolite and bedrock fractures
requires further investigation to better define hillslope–riparian–stream–groundwater interactions.
Recharge of the riparian aquifer and hillslope runoff generation in E and SE subcatchments needs better
characterization and might also explain the large range in dynamic storage at the PMRW that appears
excessive. Stream samples collected along the tributaries in these subcatchments exhibited high
magnesium concentrations consistent with the amphibolite-biotite gneiss country rock suggesting that
soils and geomorphology are likely dissimilar from those of the intensively studied SW catchment with
the granodiorite bedrock. Quantifying the occurrence and magnitude of recharge in relation to
precipitation magnitudes and frequencies and ET can help predict changes in storage and determine
sensitivity and resilience to meteorological droughts. Further refinement of the baseflow-watershed
storage relationship could elucidate differences in recession relationships when the intermittent streams
are active, as indicated by Ghosh, Wang, and Zhu (2016), and would improve interpretations of transit

time distributions. Relationships between stormflow and hydrometric observations should be reevaluated
in light of the roles of (1) filling of the riparian aquifer to convey runoff from the Granodiorite Outcrop,
and (2) occasional connectivity of the hillslopes with the riparian area to generate stormflow.

Unsolved Scientific Problems in Hydrology and Insights
Beyond the Idiosyncrasies of PMRW
The presented observations, experimentation, and modeling help answer two Unsolved scientific
Problems in Hydrology (UPH) at PMRW:
●

UPH 8: Why do streams respond so quickly to precipitation inputs when storm flow is so old, and
what is the transit time distribution of water in the terrestrial water cycle?
The large riparian aquifer at PMRW dominates the catchment hydrologic response to storms.
Granodiorite Outcrop runoff can efficiently generate stormflow but only when the riparian aquifer
in the SW catchment is sufficiently filled and the intermittent stream becomes connected to the
catchment outlet or during intense storms when Hortonian overland flow moves down the
channel (Figure 5). During large storms, the hillslope can connect with the stream and contribute
to storm runoff, but contributions are small (Figure 4d).
We found surprisingly long residence times, a function of the volume and hydraulic properties of
the riparian aquifer and its relation to the pour point. The hillslopes recharge this aquifer, but the
process is slow enough that riparian groundwater is predominantly old water.

●

UPH 12: What are the processes that control hillslope–riparian–stream–groundwater interactions
and when do the compartments connect?
Lateral hillslope flow depends on soil depth and is greatly affected by bedrock topography
(Figure 4c and d) and catchments behavior changes with hydrologic conditions. Saturation at the
soil-bedrock interface occurs first in upper parts of the hillslope where soils are thinnest. When
rainfall is sufficient, isolated saturated pockets become connected resulting in efficient down
slope flow. Connectivity of these pockets down to the riparian zone can generate a quick water
table rise in the riparian zone. Both macropore and matrix flow are important downslope transport
mechanisms, but ultimately connectivity of the saturated zones determines the hillslope
contribution to streamflow during storms. The dominant pathway that connects the hillslopes to
the riparian zone and the stream is flow through bedrock.

The 35 years of research have taught us much about hydrology, not only at PMRW, but also what is
generalizable to other locations. From a mechanistic viewpoint, the trench data have been applied in a
series of modeling studies. Some of these examined whether a Richards equation-based model, such as
Hydrus 3D (Hopp & McDonnell, 2009), Hydrogeosphere (Ameli, Craig, & McDonnell, 2015), or
CATHY (Camporese, Paniconi, Putti, & McDonnell, 2020) could reproduce the threshold response. The
observation of a threshold provided a strong test of finite element models—can the physics specified at
the small scale (i.e., at the finite element scale) capture the emergent behavior of a threshold response at

the hillslope scale? The answer is yes, but the subsurface boundary, i.e., the bedrock interface, has to be
correctly specified to reproduce the threshold and to replicate internal pore pressures (Hopp &
McDonnell, 2009), and soil core parameters have to be calibrated (as per the work with the TOUGH2
model by James, McDonnell, Tromp-van Meerveld, & Peters, 2010). An important conclusion is that
boundary conditions must be specified in far greater detail than was previously considered necessary. But
representation of the bedrock does not have to be exact, provided variation in soil depth is represented (as
shown by work with HillVi, Tromp-van Meerveld, & Weiler (2008)). Indeed, if the important lower
boundary is known, even a 2D shallow wave equation can be used to model PMRW hillslope fill-andspill (Ameli et al., 2015).
The updated perceptual model at PMRW suggests that the roles of riparian areas and hillslopes in
streamflow generation should be reconsidered. Beyond that, factors that determine hydraulic properties of
the regolith, such as the lack of glaciation and the lithology of the site, are important. Thus, these results
should apply to other water-limited non-glaciated terrains underlain by a similar lithology such as found
throughout the Piedmont. Such comparisons could contribute to development of a classification system
long sought by catchment scientists (e.g. McDonnell & Woods, 2004; Wagener, Sivapalan, Troch, &
Woods, 2007).
After chasing storms at PMRW for decades, we now know that streamwater chemistry at the outlet
largely reflects riparian zone dynamics. We cannot readily observe the hillslope chemical response to
perturbations by examining chemical variations in streamwater during rainfall events, as initially
assumed. Therefore, processes such as the impact of acid rain on hillslope soils (e.g., enhanced calcium
leaching) must be studied at the hillslope scale. This finding has profound implications for modeling the
response of catchments to non-point source pollutants. Most models infer parameters from variations in
the stream chemistry at the catchment outlet and assume that all parts of the catchment contribute
proportionally to the stream. We showed the fallacy of this assumption at PMRW.
Our understanding of the hydrological role of storage at PMRW has implications for understanding of the
impacts of climate change and particularly meteorological droughts, in humid, seasonally water limited
areas of the Southeastern United States. Hydrological droughts occurred only when storage at the end of
the dormant season is below normal. Groundwater recharge occurs predominantly in the dormant season.
During the growing season recharge occurs only when antecedent conditions are sufficiently wet, and
events are sufficiently large and/or frequent, otherwise, high AET reduces soil moisture between events.
The effects of climate change, such as lengthening of the growing season, seasonal changes in the
magnitude and frequencies of precipitation events, and increases in PET related to increasing
temperatures, can result in reduced recharge, storage, and baseflow. This has implications for water
availability and stream chemistry.

Lessons Learned about Long-term Monitoring and
Experimentation
Reflecting on our collective decades of research at PMRW, we offer the following lessons learned:
1. Subsurface characterization is critical to process understanding. Our initial assumptions
about the subsurface, such as the topography of the soil-bedrock interface, aquifer depth, or

mineralogic composition, based on inference from surface features were incorrect. Our initial
assumption of non-transmissive bedrock was also mistaken. Geophysical measurements (and
repeated augering for establishment of many wells) established a basic framework for
understanding the hydrology of PMRW. Geochemical measurements enabled us to understand the
sources of ambient tracers we utilized, allowing us to distinguish between weathering and cation
exchange processes. Rainfall simulation experiments allowed quantification of leakage to
bedrock.
2. Environmental tracers complement hydrometric measurements. Tracers provide qualitatively
different information about water movement than hydrometric measurements. Taken together, we
gained deeper insight into the processes controlling water movement at PMRW. Neither alone
was sufficient.
3. Age-dating of young groundwater is one of the most powerful tools in developing a
perceptual model of the hydrology of a basin. Whether by chlorofluorocarbons or
tritium/helium, these relatively simple and inexpensive measurements provided powerful insight
and should be one of the first measurements to characterize a site.
4. Experimentation is necessary. Small watersheds have long been manipulated to test hypotheses
at the landscape scale. What we learned at PMRW could not have happened without the trench
experiment, irrigation experiments, and applied tracers. The ability to perform experiments
should be an important consideration for selection and operation of research watersheds.
Much of water movement occurs out of sight underground and must be inferred. Therefore, field studies
are poorly constrained. Insufficient subsurface characterization and limited observations typically
supports multiple hypotheses with repercussions for model equifinality. The overarching lesson learned
from operating a long-term experimental watershed, beyond these four specific lessons, is the importance
of an explicit perceptual model of the catchment, supported by mathematical models to explore
competing hypotheses. What are the functional units of the catchment to address the research questions?
How do each of these units operate and interact? These questions determine what, how, and where
instruments are deployed. Repeatedly returning to the perceptual model with new data enables either
refinement or rejection, requiring mathematical models to be updated. Studies rely on valid perceptual
models, even as the focus of research changes.
Long-term studies have the potential to advance science precisely because we can accumulate
measurements at a site to better constrain different interpretations or possibilities. Furthermore,
observations are more likely to cover a greater range of climatic conditions with time. Yet, studies cannot
be justified by simply waiting to see what happens. Continual progress of an evolving perceptual model
requires compelling observations and experiments to test the model. The critical metric of success of a
long-term study should be the assessment of how the perceptual model has evolved. Yet that question is
seldom asked to justify continued operation when decisions are made for renewed funding.

Acknowledgements
We thank all researchers, and in particular all students, whose work at PMRW has helped shape our
perceptual understanding of the dominant hydrological processes in the catchment. Some notable
mentions include Rosanna Cappellato, Jim Doolittle, Hannah Green, Carol Kendall, Kyongha Kim, Janice
McIntosh, Elizabeth Ratcliffe, and Al Zumbuhl. We also thank the Georgia Department of Natural

Resources, and in particular the rangers of the Panola Mountain State Park for pleasant collaboration. The
USGS has supported long-term research at PMRW through the Acid Precipitation Thrust, and Water,
Energy and Biogeochemical Budgets (WEBB) Programs. Current research is funded by the USGS
Ecosystems Climate Research and Development Program. The trench experiment was funded through
NSF grants EAR 9406436 and EAR 9805475 awarded to the State University of New York College of
Environmental Science and Forestry and Oregon State University, respectively. Much of the modeling
work since 2012 has been funded by the NSERC Discovery Grant program. Freer was partly funded for
time spent writing this manuscript by the Global Water Futures program, University of Saskatchewan.
Any use of trade, firm, or product names is for descriptive purposes only and does not imply endorsement
by the U.S. Government.

Data Availability
This is a review paper, and while previously unpublished observations have been incorporated herein,
analysis in this paper relies predominantly on previously published research. Much of the storm response
data at the experimental trenched hillslope (Figure 2 “B”) is available from the data note by Tromp-van
Meerveld, James, McDonnell, & Peters (2008). Data for PMRW water budgets are available from
Aulenbach (2017).

References
Ameli, A. A., Craig, J. R., & McDonnell, J. J. (2015). Are all runoff processes the same? Numerical
experiments comparing a Darcy-Richards solver to an overland flow-based approach for subsurface storm
runoff simulation. Water Resources Research, 51, 10008–10028.
https://doi.org/10.1002/2015WR017199.
Appels, W. M., Graham, C. B., Freer, J. E., & McDonnell, J. J. (2015). Factors affecting the spatial
pattern of bedrock groundwater recharge at the hillslope scale. Hydrological Processes, 29, 4594–4610.
https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.10481.
Aulenbach, B. T. (2017). Data for estimating monthly water budgets at Panola Mountain Research
Watershed, Stockbridge, Ga., water years 1986-2015. U.S. Geological Survey data release.
https://doi.org/10.5066/F7XS5SNV
Aulenbach, B. T. & Peters, N. E. (2018). Quantifying climate-related interactions in shallow and deep
storage and evapotranspiration in a forested, seasonally water-limited watershed in the Southeastern
United States. Water Resources Research, 54, 3037–3061. https://doi.org/10.1002/2017WR020964
Aulenbach, B. T. & Riley, J. W. (2020). Using soil moisture profile event and recession dynamics from
multiple landscape positions to constrain groundwater recharge occurrence in a forested, seasonally-water
limited watershed in the Southeastern United States. Abstract H066-07 presented at 2020 Fall Meeting,
AGU, online, 1–17 Dec.
Baedecker, M. J. & Friedman, L. C. (2000). Water, energy, and biogeochemical budgets, a watershed
research program. U.S. Geological Survey Fact Sheet 165-99. https://doi.org/10.3133/fs16599

Blöschl, G, Bierkens, M. F. P., Chambel, A., Cudennec, C., Destouni, G., Fiori, A., … Zhang, Y. (2019).
Twenty-three unsolved problems in hydrology (UPH) —a community perspective. Hydrological Sciences
Journal. https://doi.org/10.1080/02626667.2019.1620507
Brender, E. V. (1974). Impact of past land use on the lower Piedmont forest. Journal of Forestry, 72, 34–
36. https://doi.org/10.1093/jof/72.1.34
Buol, S. W. & Weed, S. B. (1991). Saprolite-soil transformations in the Piedmont and Mountains of
North Carolina. Geoderma, 51, 15–28. https://doi.org/10.1016/0016-7061(91)90064-Z
Burns, D. A., Hooper, R. P., McDonnell, J. J., Freer, J. E., Kendall, C., & Beven, K. (1998). Base cation
concentrations in subsurface flow from a forested hillslope: The role of flushing frequency. Water
Resources Research, 34(12), 3535–3544. https://doi.org/10.1029/98WR02450
Burns, D.A., McDonnell, J.J., Hooper, R.P., Peters, N.E., Freer, J.E., Kendall, C., & Beven, K. (2001).
Quantifying contributions to storm runoff through end-member mixing analysis and hydrologic
measurements at the Panola Mountain Research Watershed (Georgia, USA). Hydrological Processes, 15,
1903–1924. https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.246
Burns, D. A., Plummer, L. N., McDonnell, J. J., Busenberg, E., Casile, G. C., Kendall, C., … Schlosser,
P. (2003). The geochemical evolution of riparian groundwater in a forested piedmont catchment. Ground
Water, 41(7), 913–925. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1745-6584.2003.tb02434.x
Christophersen, N. & Hooper, R. P. (1992). Multivariate analysis of stream water quality: the use of
principal components for the end-member mixing problem. Water Resources Research, 28, 99–107.
https://doi.org/10.1029/91WR02518
Clark, M., Rupp, D., Woods, R., Tromp-van Meerveld, H. J., Peters, N. E., & Freer, J. (2009).
Consistency between hydrological models and field observations: linking processes at the hillslope scale
to hydrological responses at the watershed scale. Hydrological Processes, 23(2), 311–319.
https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.7154
Camporese, M., Paniconi, C., Putti, M., & McDonnell, J. J. (2020). Fill and spill hillslope runoff
representation with a Richards equation-based model. Water Resources Research.
https://doi.org/10.1029/2019WR025726
Crawford, T. J., Higgins, M. W., Crawford, R. F., Atkins R. L., Medlin, J. H., & Stern, T. W. (1999).
Revision of stratigraphic nomenclature in the Atlanta, Athens, and Cartersville 30 x 60 quadrangles,
Georgia. Georgia Geologic Survey Bulletin B-130, Atlanta, GA.
http://epd.georgia.gov/sites/epd.georgia.gov/files/related_files/site_page/B-130.pdf
Freer, J., McDonnell, J., Beven, K. J., Brammer, D., Burns, D., Hooper, R. P., & Kendal, C. (1997).
Hydrological processes—Letters. Topographic controls on subsurface storm flow at the hillslope scale for
two hydrologically distinct small catchments. Hydrological Processes, 11(9), 1347–1352.
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1085(199707)11:9<1347::AID-HYP592>3.0.CO;2-R
Freer, J., McDonnell, J. J., Beven, K. J., Peters, N. E., Burns, D. A., Hooper, R. P., Aulenbach, B. T., &
Kendall, C. (2002). The role of bedrock topography on subsurface storm flow. Water Resources
Research, 38(12), 5-1–5–16. https://doi.org/10.1029/2001WR000872

Freeze, R. A. (1972). Role of subsurface flow in generating surface runoff 2. Upstream source areas.
Water Resources Research, 8: 1272–1283. https://doi.org/10.1029/WR008i005p01272
Ghosh, D., Wang, D., & Zhu, T. (2016). On the transition of base flow recession from early stage to late
stage. Advances in Water Resources, 88, 8–13. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.advwatres.2015.11.015
Hebert, G. 2005, A geophysical investigation of hydraulic pathways at the Panola Mountain Research
Watershed, unpublished M.S. Thesis, Georgia Institute of Technology, Geophysics, 68 p.
Higgins, M. W., Atkins, R. L., Crawford, T. J., Crawford, R. F., Brooks, R., & Cook, R. B. (1988). The
structure, stratigraphy, tectonostratigraphy, and evolution of the southernmost part of the Appalachian
Orogen. U.S. Geological Survey Professional Paper 1475, 173 p. https://doi.org/10.3133/pp1475
Higgins, M. W., Crawford, T. J., Atkins, R. L., & Crawford, R. F. (2003). Geologic map of the Atlanta
30’ x 60’ quadrangle, Georgia. U.S. Geological Survey IMAP 2602.
https://pubs.er.usgs.gov/publication/i2602
Hjerdt, K. N., McGlynn, B., Tromp-van Meerveld, I., McDonnell, J. J., & Hooper, R. P. (2001).
Thresholds in subsurface flow generation: an intercomparison of three different headwater catchments.
EOS, Transactions of the American Geophysical Union 82(47), Fall Meeting Supplement, Abstract
H41A-0266, 2001.
Hooper, R. P. (2001). Applying the scientific method to small catchment studies: a review of the Panola
Mountain experience. Hydrological Processes, 15(10), 2039–2050. https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.255
Hooper, R. P. (2003). Diagnostic tools for mixing models of stream chemistry. Water Resources
Research, 39(3), 1055. https://doi.org/10.1029/2002WR001528
Hooper R. P. & Christophersen, N. (1992). Predicting episodic stream acidification in the Southeastern
United States: Combining a long-term acidification model and the end-member mixing concept. Water
Resources Research, 28(7), 1983-1990. https://doi.org/10.1029/92WR00706
Hooper R. P., Christophersen, N., & Peters N. E. (1990). Modelling streamwater chemistry as a mixture
of soil-water end members—An application to the Panola Mountain watershed, Georgia, USA. Journal of
Hydrology, 116, 321–343. https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1694(90)90131-G
Hooper, R. P., Stone, A., Christophersen, N., de Grosbois, E., & Seip, H. M. (1988). Assessing the
Birkenes model of stream acidification using a multi-signal calibration methodology. Water Resources
Research, 24, 1308–1316. https://doi.org/10.1029/WR024i008p01308
Hopp, L. & McDonnell, J. J. (2009) Connectivity at the hillslope scale: Identifying interactions between
storm size,bedrock permeability, slope angle and soil depth. Journal of Hydrology, 376, 378–391.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2009.07.047
Huntington, T. G. (2000). The potential for calcium depletion in forest ecosystems of Southeastern United
States: Review and analysis. Global Biogeochemical Cycles, 14(2), 623–638.
https://doi.org/10.1029/1999GB001193
Huntington, T. G., Blum, A. E., & White, A. F. (1994). Migration of a bromide tracer in a forest soil in
the Georgia Piedmont. EOS, Trans. Am. Geophys. Union, 75, 150 (abstract).

Huntington, T .G., Hooper, R. P., Peters, N. E., Bullen, T. D., & Kendall, C. (1993). Water, energy, and
biogeochemical budgets investigation at Panola Mountain Research Watershed, Stockbridge, Georgia—A
research plan. U.S. Geological Survey Open-File Report 93-55. https://doi.org/10.3133/ofr9355
James, A. L, McDonnell, J. J., Tromp-van Meerveld, H. J., & Peters, N. E. (2010). Gypsies in the palace:
experimentalist's view on the use of 3-D physics-based simulation of hillslope hydrological response.
Hydrological Processes, 24(26), 3878–3893. https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.7819
McDonnell, J. J. & Woods, R. (2004). On the need for catchment classification. Journal of Hydrology,
299, 2–3. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2004.09.003
McGuire, K. J. & McDonnell, J. J. (2006). A review and evaluation of catchment transit time modeling.
Journal of Hydrology, 330(3–4), 543–563. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2006.04.020
McIntosh, J., McDonnell, J. J., & Peters, N. E. (1999). Tracer and hydrometric study of preferential flow
in large undisturbed soil cores from the Georgia Piedmont, USA. Hydrological Processes, 13, 139–155.
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-1085(19990215)13:2<139::AID-HYP703>3.0.CO;2-E
McNamara, J. P., Tetzlaff, D., Bishop, K., Soulsby, C., Seyfried, M., Peters, N. E., … Hooper, R. (2011).
Storage as a metric of catchment comparison. Hydrological Processes, 25(21), 3364–3371.
https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.8113
van Meerveld, H. J., Seibert, J., & Peters, N. E. (2015). Hillslope-riparian-stream connectivity and flow
directions at the Panola Mountain Research Watershed. Hydrological Processes, 29(16), 3556–3574.
https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.10508
Natural Resources Conservation Service. (2017). Web soil survey for Newton and Rockdale Counties,
Georgia. U.S. Department of Agriculture. Retrieved from https://websoilsurvey.nrcs.usda.gov/app/
Peters, N. E. & Aulenbach, B. T. (2011). Water storage at the Panola Mountain Research Watershed,
Georgia, USA, Hydrological Processes, 25(25), 3878–3889. https://doi.org/10.1002/Hyp.8334
Peters, N. E., Burns, D. A., & Aulenbach, B. T. (2014). Evaluation of high-frequency mean streamwater
transit-time estimates using groundwater age and dissolved silica concentrations in a small forested
watershed. Aquatic Geochemistry, 20(2), 183–202. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10498-013-9207-6
Peters, N. E., Freer, J., & Aulenbach, B. T. (2003a). Hydrological dynamics of the Panola Mountain
Research Watershed, Georgia. Groundwater, 41(7), 973–988. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.17456584.2003.tb02439.x
Peters, N. E., Freer, J., & Beven, K. (2003b). Modelling hydrologic responses in a small forested
catchment (Panola Mountain, Georgia, USA): a comparison of the original and a new dynamic
TOPMODEL. Hydrological Processes, 17(2): 345-362. https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.1128
Peters, N. E. & Murdoch, P. S. (1985). Hydrogeologic comparison of an acidic-lake basin with a neutrallake basin in the West-Central Adirondack Mountains, New York. Water, Air, & Soil Pollution, 26, 387–
402. https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00280693
Peters N. E. & Ratcliffe, E. B. (1998). Tracing hydrologic pathways using chloride at the Panola
Mountain Research Watershed, Georgia, USA. Water, Air, & Soil Pollution, 105(1/2), 263–275.
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1005082332332

Peters, N. E., Ratcliffe, E. B., & Tranter, M. (1998). Tracing solute mobility at the Panola Mountain
Research Watershed, Georgia, USA: variations in Na+, Cl–, and H4SiO4 concentrations. In: K. Kovar, U.
Tappeiner, N.E. Peters and R.G. Craig (eds.), Hydrology, Water Resources and Ecology in Headwaters,
IAHS Publication 248, 483-490. ISBN Number: 978-1-901502-45-9
Ratcliffe, E. B. (1996). Short-term hydrological responses of a forested hillslope during rainstorms at the
Panola Mountain Research Watershed, Georgia, USA. Bristol, United Kingdom, unpublished Ph.D.
Thesis, University of Bristol.
Ratcliffe, E. B., Peters, N. E., & Tranter, M. (1996). Short-term hydrological response of soil water and
groundwater to rainstorms in a deciduous forest hillslope, Georgia, USA. Advances in Hillslope
Processes, Volume 1. M. G. Anderson and S. M. Brooks. London, UK, John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.: 129–
147.
Shanley J. B. (1992). Sulfate retention and release in soils at Panola Mountain, Georgia. Soil Science,
153, 499–508. https://doi.org/10.1097/00010694-199206000-00009
Toteva, T. D. (2006). Semblance based imaging of scatters with an application in identifying near-surface
heterogeneities, unpublished Ph.D. Thesis, Georgia Institute of Technology, Earth and Atmospheric
Sciences, 151 p.
Trimble, S. W. & Goudie, A. (2008). Man-induced soil erosion on the southern Piedmont, 1700–1970.
Soil and Water Conservation Society.
Tromp-van Meerveld, H. J., James, A. L., McDonnell, J. J., & Peters N. E. (2008). A reference data set of
hillslope rainfall-runoff response, Panola Mountain Research Watershed, United States. Water Resources
Research, 44, W06502. https://doi.org/10.1029/2007WR006299
Tromp-van Meerveld, H. J. & McDonnell, J. J. (2006a). Threshold relations in subsurface stormflow: 1.
A 147-storm analysis of the Panola hillslope. Water Resources Research, 42, W02410.
https://doi.org/10.1029/2004WR003778
Tromp-van Meerveld, H. J. & McDonnell, J. J. (2006b). Threshold relations in subsurface stormflow: 2.
The fill and spill hypothesis. Water Resources Research, 42, W02411.
https://doi.org/10.1029/2004WR003800
Tromp-van Meerveld, H. J., Peters, N. E., & McDonnell, J. J. (2007). Effect of bedrock permeability on
subsurface stormflow and the water balance of a trenched hillslope at the Panola Mountain Research
Watershed, Georgia, USA. Hydrological Processes, 21(6), 750–769. https://doi.org/10.1002/hyp.6265
Tromp-van Meerveld, H. J. & Weiler, M. (2008). Hillslope dynamics modeled with increasing
complexity. Journal of Hydrology, 361(1-2), 24-40. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jhydrol.2008.07.019
Wagener, T., Sivapalan, M., Troch, P., & Woods, R. (2007), Catchment Classification and Hydrologic
Similarity. Geography Compass, 1, 901–93. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1749-8198.2007.00039.x
West, L. T., Abreu, M. A., & Bishop, J. P. (2008). Saturated hydraulic conductivity of soils in the
Southern Piedmont of Georgia, USA: Field evaluation and relation to horizon and landscape properties.
Catena, 73, 174–179. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.catena.2007.07.011
Weyman, D. R. (1973). Measurements of the downslope flow of water in a soil. Journal of Hydrology,
20(3), 267–288. https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1694(73)90065-6

White, A. F., Bullen, T. D., Schulz, M. S., Blum, A. E., Huntington, T. G., & Peters, N. E. (2001).
Differential rates of feldspar weathering in granitic regoliths. Geochimica et Cosmochimica Acta, 65(6),
847–869. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0016-7037(00)00577-9
White, A. F., Bullen, T. D., Vivit, D. V. Schulz, M. S., & Clow, D. W. (1999). The role of disseminated
calcite in the chemical weathering of granitoid rocks. Geochimica et Cosmochimica Acta, 63(13/14),
1939–1953. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0016-7037(99)00082-4
Zumbuhl, A. T. (1998). Spatial modeling of soil depth and landscape variability in a small, forested
catchment. Syracuse, New York, unpublished M.S. Thesis, State University of New York College of
Environmental Science and Forestry, 199 p.

HYP_14127_Fig01.PMRWAvgMonthlyH2OBalance.tif

HYP_14127_Fig02.PMRWMap.ReviewPaper.tif

HYP_14127_Fig03.HillslopePhotos.tiff

HYP_14127_Fig04.Panola perceptual model.tif

HYP_14127_Fig05.RiparianSchematic.tif

Accepted Article

Table 1. Drainage areas and streamflow for PMRW and subcatchments in Figure 2. Streamflow for 19month period, September 1992 through May 1994; excluding October 1993 and March 1994 due to
missing streamflow data at one or more gages. The intervening ungaged area is the remaining area
ungaged by the three subcatchments.

Area of watershed

Average
Portion of Streamflow
Drainage Percentage of streamflow, streamflow at per unit area
Area (ha) watershed (%)
(l·s-1)
outlet (%)
(mm·d-1)

Eastern (E)
subcatchment

8

20

0.60

9.2

0.65

Southeastern (SE)
subcatchment

18

44

1.22

18.7

0.58

Southwestern (SW)
subcatchment

10

24

0.92

14.1

0.79

Intervening ungaged
area

5

12

3.77

57.9

6.51

Total

41

100

6.51

100.0

1.37

