- gg University of California Ccm

Agriculture and Natural Resources GRBAN MORTICULTURE

UC Landscape Plant Irrigation Trials
Final Report 2015-2017

Investigators: Outreach Coordinator :

Karrie Reid, UCCE Advisor Dave Fujing Executive Director

San Joaquin County California Center for Urban Horticulture
skreid@ucanr.edu dwfujino@ucdavis.edu

Jared SisnerozStaff Research Associate
UC Davis Dept. of Plant Sciences
jasisneroz@ucdavis.edu

Loren Oki, UCCE Specialist
UC Davis Dept. of Plant Science
[roki@davis.edu

Table 1. Average annual overall appearance ratings from May to October 2017 for 16
perennial landscape species on 3 ET o-based irrigation treatments.

AverageOverallAppearanceRating Recommended

PLANT NAME

Scale is B (1 is low, 5 high) (ET %)
Percentage of BT 80 50 20

SUN
Lomandra confertifolidFinescape 24 2.4 2.2 NR
Lygeum spartum 4.6 4.9 4.5 20-80
Muhlenbergia capillari8Vhite Cloud' 2.4 2.1 1.9 NR
Muhlenbergia reverchorl ! Yy RI dzy G S| 4.0 4.2 4.2 20-80
RosaKORdigrafDark Desiri( 3.0 2.7 2.9 80
RosakORvodaco@Plum Perfedt Sunbel® 2.4 2.3 2.3 NR
RosaWleiradendlcecapn 4.4 4.2 4.1 20-80
RosaWMleizorlandWhite Drift ® 3.9 3.8 4.0 20-80
RosaRadgofPeachy Keel 3.8 3.8 3.7 50-80
RosaRadsunngsunny Knock O® 3.6 3.8 3.4 50
RosaRadtkdDouble Knock O® 3.9 4.2 4.0 20-50
Sporobolus wrightii 4.0 4.2 4.4 20-80
SHADE
Geranium 'Biokovo' 3.5 3.3 3.3 20-80
Lomandra confertifoliéSeascape’ 1.8 25 2.4 NE
Lomandra longifolidRomal3' Platinum Beaudy 4.0 4.1 4.1 20-80
Nandina domestic# [ SY AW S Q 3.1 3.0 3.5 20

1. Not recommended in this climate zone. See individual species notes.


mailto:skreid@ucanr.edu
mailto:dwfujino@ucdavis.edu
mailto:jasisneroz@ucdavis.edu
mailto:lroki@davis.edu

UC LPIT Report 202017

Overview

These are results from 2year perennial plant trials conductedfrom 2015-2017 at the UC
Landscape Plant Irrigation Trials (UCLPIT) field on the UC Davis campus in USDA climate hardiness
zone 9b,USDA heat zone &unset climate zone 14. The field sa# Yolo silty clay-loam with a
water holding capacitymeasuredat 0.32 g/cm? with approximately ¢ 8 wlamt available waterin the
top half meter of soil Irrigation is applied to target a root zone volume equal ta 1m-wide circle
¥%m deepwhich holds approximately 14.3 gallons plant available waterThe field is maintained
free of weedsmanually in sensitive areas and by herbicide applications where there is no risk of
damage from drift. Preemergent herbicides are useanly on the perimeter of the field and not
between rowsso that we may evaluate tk potential for re-seeding. We apply no insecticides,
miticides, fungicides, or fertilizers.

Research Methods

Twenty-four plants of each cultivar or specie¢Table 1) were placed 2 meters apart in rows 2
meters apart. Thelm-wide rows were covered with3 inches of chippedwood mulch, and a ring of
inline drip tubing was laid beneath the mulch in the root zone of each plarEach drip tubing ring
EAA 1 Al E O Gacorérdéd at@.8gph bra @@lfof 3.2gph per plantPlants were placed
accordingto a randomized complete block pattern in two blockgnorth and south) to provide 8 of
each species on each &firrigation treatments. The four species under 50% shade cloth were in
one randomized complete block.

All plants except roses were planted if©ctoberor November2015. All roses were installedin
February 2015from bareroot stockD OT OEAAA AU Al T DAOAOT 0O6h AgAAPO O
planted in spring from pots Irrigation treatments were based on percentages of reference
evapotranspiration, or ET, as described in Water Use Classification of Landscape Species IV
(http://ucanr.edu/sites/WUCOLS). Immediately following planting and during the first irrigated
growing season (from the cessation of raim spring to recurrence in fall) all plants were irrigated
at 100% of ET, when 25% ofplant available water was depleted from spring through mid-summer;
at 50% depletion of plant available wateifrom mid-summer to September, and 75% depletion until
rainfall began.This encourages establishment of a deep, healthy root systewithout imposing
stress. During the subsequent irrigated growing seasgmain was sufficient for plant need through
themidAl A T £ | POEI h xEAT OEA 1 AQ.Q Qdnts WefeAiflyAvAttrédd DOAAED
April 28, and the deficit schedule was beguirrom May through October 247, all the plants
received the same amount of water when irrigated to replace plaravailable water, but how often
they received it was determined by their designated wateuse percentage of EL The hypothesis is
that plants using water at dower rate than the reference plantwill take longer to use up the plant
available water in thesoil, provided water loss to evaporation is minimized with mulch. Data from
the local Davis California Irrigation Management System station (CIMIS) was used in a water budget
to determine the irrigation timing for each treatment (http://wwwcimis.water.ca .gov/). The
budget in shade is adjusted for lower solar radiationThe percentages of EJused in this trial were
20% (low), 50% (moderate), and 80% (high). The frequency of irrigation for 207 is shown in
Table 2.

Plant width, length, and height measwements were taken monthlyduring treatments. A
plant growth index (PGI) was calculated to quantify the growth of plants using the formula
[(1+w)/2 +h]/2 ,where |, w, and h represent length, width, and height of the plant. To account for
differences ininitial plant size a relative PGl was calculated for each plant each month during the
deficit irrigation treatments using the formula PGIm/PGli, where PGistands for the initial PGI, and
PG stands for the specific monthly PGI. Qualitative performanceatings (on a scale of -b) were
taken monthly in the following categories: foliage appearance, flowering abundance, pest tolerance,
AEOAAOGA OAOGEOOAT AAh OECT Oh ATl AFldwéihgritheigrashe8 BAAOAT AA
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countedascoveragewhen either the flower head or seed spike remains attractive and ornamental.
A description of the ratingscriteria is shown in Table 3.

3ETAA 11 OOAI EOU 1T AA O1 O1 AGAT O16 OAI GAO A O Oi
analysisacrossand betweentreaO i AT OO OOET C ! . / 6 fespekciively at®d 85006 O ( 3 $
pS0.01.

Table 2. 2017 Deficit Irrigation Frequency Detailsz April 28 to October1, 2017
Irrigation # of Avg.

% of ET  Irrigations  Interval Dateg (.)f Il i v_vater
(days) (all treatmentsirrigated fully on 4/28) applied
SUN inches gallons
80 11 15 5/11, 5/22, 6/5, 6/22, 7/4, 7/16, 7/29, 8/11 27.14 143.3
8/26, 9/12, 10/1
50 6 23 5/22, 6/20, 7/9, 7/28, 8/19, 9/13 16.81 88.8
20 2 54 714, 8/26 551 29.1
SHADE
80 4 35 5/22, 6/30, 7/31, 9/16 11.22 59.2
50 2 46 6/7, 7/131 559 296
20 0

General Discussion and Notes

We have chosen to investigate the hypothesis that some plants will be able to maintain health
as soil moisture deficit approaches the permanent wilting point, because they are adapted to using
water at a lower rate during the hot summer months. This produes a remarkably long irrigation
interval and small amounts oftotal applied water at the lower end of the treatment spectrum
(Table 2). We hopethe success of plants in these trialasing this irrigation method will inform the
way water is used in landscaps, resulting in even greater conservation of this precious resource.

Generally speaking, grasses are pruned in very early spring by cutting very low to just above
the primary meristems; subsequent measurements do not include flower stalkRoses are prund
OEA OAATT A xET OAO Au 11 PPEITC All 1 AET AAT AO O AP
Ol OAO AOA AOO AAAE OOET ¢ A EAACGCGhe @9Espdcide@ge@i AAT OO
spartum, was not winter pruned since it did not show significat blade death and had sei€leaned
EOO POAOET OO UAAOGO &I 1T xAOET ¢ OOAI EOB

Recommendations for rate or range of irrigatiorin Table 1are based on a combination of
best overall appearance ratings and growth data, as well as other factors such as flowerimgl pest
and disease resistance. Where a range is given, there were no significant differences between
treatments. These plants may be used in hydrozones irrigated at any of the indicated rates without
adverse effects on health or appearance. For the puwpes of water conservationthe lowest
recommended ET% should be used whenever possible.

Over the years it has become increasingly evident that very few species show significant
differences in growth on the various irrigation levels their second year in téa trials. This seems to
indicate that, given equal chance to develop well the first year, the plants evaluated may be
genetically delimited in annual summer growth when grown without artificial fertilizers. This
maximum annual growth appeas to occur on avery minimal amount of water. Since we have
evaluated plants believed to be wateconserving, this may not be surprising.

Detailed discussion of each speciégerformance follows in the Results sectionlndividual
species ratings tables, growth chartsand photos of interestare found in theappendices Since
Septemberand October arehe months with the most accumulated drought stress, we have chosen
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to display comparative photos of all treatments irone of thesemonths for most species as well as
selectedpeak bloom timephotos (Appendix II). Theseare also the montts that most often, if not

always, show themost significant differences in ratings Please note that the photos displayed are

Al O OEA AAOGO f alpdbticuinEtdatnaeAt @AW G 6

I1TTEET C AT A

potential for that plant on a given irrigation treatment.

Table 3. Description of quality ratings

RATING 5 4 3 2 1

Foliage perfect to excellent; same a$ acceptable but unacceptable; unacceptable;
plant is in full leaf except for minor not its best; moderate close to dead
with no signs of leaf tip burn, edge  non-uniform; damage to most
burn, disease or damage, or minor damage of the plant or
insect damage, and minor damage to all leaves major damage to
has an appealing to only a few that is less more than 25%;
shape and uniformity leavesthat does evident from a plant is declining

not much affect distance or and may not
the overall severe damage recover, may be
appearance to no more extremely non
than 25% of uniform
plant

Flowering  full bloom the 61-80% of plant  41-60% of 21-40% of plant 1 bloom open
height of bloomfor in bloom plant in bloom in bloom to 20% in
the species bloom

Pest no visible damage  minor to minor damage major damage;  severely

Tolerance/ moderate to many of the appearance damaged and

Disease damage to one leaves or unacceptable probably dying

Resistance or two leaves or flowers; (51-75%) >75%

stems, oronly  appearance affected)
very minor still acceptable

damage to a few from a distance

leaves (<25%) (2550%)

Vigor pushing out a lot of  pushing out new Plant is Plant is very small Plant is barely
new growth from growth from surviving and  for the species or alive; close to
every growing point many growing  healthy, but unhealthy, and death

points(50-75%) not pushing declining
out much new
growth, if any
(<50%)

Overall An impressive plant Avery An acceptable Unacceptable GCompletely

Appearance everything works attractive plant; plant; may be plant for any of unacceptable
together. flowers (if may beab past or not the above and not likely
present), leaes, the when in bloom, quite to its reasons to improve
shape and condition or just a very prime; might
of the plant are all niceplantthat be better if
very appealing. It lacks the WOW more uniform;
has the WOW factor factor, oris not may be
that makes it an quite at its described as ar
attractive garden prime. w21l eQ

plant, even if each
AYRADARdZ f
perfect.

OADPOAO
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Open House Ratings Field Days

In 2017 the UCLPIT program held three Open House events, inviting members of the
horticulture and landscapefields to visit the trial and evaluatesamples of theplant material
undergoing deficit irrigation. Events occurred in early Maymid-July, and late September,
corresponding to the beginning, middle, and end of the deficit irrigation treatment period
Attendance was46, 42, and 64 participants per event, resgrtively (Table 5). Participants evaluated
plants in the Foliage Quality, Floral Quantity and Overall Appearan@ategoriesusing the same
rubric trials staff use to perform monthly ratings (Table 3). Participants evaluated one individual
plant per treatment per species(Table 4). Rated plants wereselectedby trials staff before the May
Open House, andll participants rated the same material at eacsubsequentevent. Plants selected
in May were deemed at that time to be the best looking plant on the trement. This should be taken
into consideration when comparing staff ratings means (from 8 specimens on each treatment) to
participant means (1 specimen with multiple raters). Our guestsvere alsoaskedto record
comments oneach speciesand to name their favorite(s) as well as plants they would use or
recommend These comments are summarized in the results narrative that follows and the
complete tabulated results of their ratings for each species are shown in Appendix | with means,
medians, maximum and minimum scores. We include these to demonstrate the wide range of
preferences and perceptions that exist regarding landscape plants. In most casesmedian is
most reflective of the majority opinion and is highlighted in the tables.

Table 4. Average overall appearance scores given by Open House participantsamples of16
landscape species on 3 Edbased irrigation treatments in May, July, and Septembet017.

May July September
Treatment % of ET 80 50 20 | 80 50 20 ‘ 80 50 20

SUN

Lomandra confertifolidFinescape 1.7 14 17|32 3.1 32|35 33 34
Lygeum spartum 44 41 42|40 42 41139 40 4.0
Muhlenbergia capillari8Vhite Cloud' 21 14 19|27 20 20|29 22 22
Muhlenbergia reverchonil | Y R dzy' i 3.4 40 40|35 33 36|45 42 46
RosaKORdigrafDark Desiri( 29 31 35|28 29 32|28 29 32
RosalORvodacofPlum Perfedd 32 30 30|22 17 18|20 15 18
RosaWleiradendlcecap! 41 42 39|34 39 3534 41 26
RosaWMleizorlandWhite Drift ® 30 35 30|32 31 30|37 32 3.2
RosaRadgofPeachy Keel 29 34 34|34 39 35|23 33 31
RosaRadsunngsunny Knock O® 40 42 42|36 34 38|29 31 35
RosaRadtkdDouble Knock O® 43 43 44128 30 37|26 36 3.2
Sporobolusvrightii 36 25 31|34 44 42|37 34 39
SHADE

Geraniunx cantabrigienséBiokovo' 41 41 42|28 30 32|40 34 33
Lomandra confertifoliéSeascape’ 38 23 15|38 28 13| - 19 -
ngig‘;ﬁ;ﬁgj'momam 42 44 40|45 39 42|47 45 45
Nandina domesticd.emonLime’ 37 36 34|39 41 37|39 38 4.2




UC LPIT Report 202017

Table 5.2017 Open House participant breakdown by selidentified horticultural category.

Professional Category May July September
Horticulturalist/Gardener 3 2 3
Horticultural Enthusiasfgenus expert, plant society member 0 0 1
Horticultural Outreacl{garden writer, speaker and/or blogger 1 0 2
Horticultural Researc(scientists, academics & affiliatggjblicor 3 4 1
private setor)
Landscape Architecr Landscape Designer 6 7 8
Landscape Contractor/Landscape Construction 1 0 1
Landscape Maintenance Professional 8 2 3
Nursery Industry, e.g. plant breeder, plant introductions, marketin 2 2 0
Nursery- Retail Nurseries and Garden Centers 0 0 1
Nursery- Wholesale, e.g. growers, plant propagators, plant 3 3 4
producers
Public Horticulture, e.g. botanical gardens, public gardens or park 0 2 1
UCCE Master Gardener 16 19 33
Declined to State 3 1 6
Total Number of Participants 46 42 64

Table 6. Countiesepresented with UC Master Gardener participats in 2017 Open House events.

May July September
Colusa Alameda Alameda
Napa Napa Calaeras
Sacramento Sacramento Colusa
San Joaquin San Joaquin  Contra Costa
Solano Solano Sacramento
Stanislaus Yolo San Joaquin
Yolo Solano
Stanislaus
Tuolumne
Yolo
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Results
SUN
Lomandra confertifolia O& ET AOAAD FinalHxW:146 j cv Al qQ @

This cultivar of Australian dwarf mat rush only achievednoderately acceptable appearance
in our trials on the two higher irrigation treatments near the end of the second year (Tabléa).
While oneto a few plants on the two higher treatmentgose to the level of acceptable or very good,
the performance was inconsistent aross the field and within treatmentsand showed no statistical
difference in any month Thistracks with online sources from Australia which recommend
cultivars of this species in shadier, more pampered locations when planted in hot inland locations.
There was no significant difference in growth between treatmentgFigures 1a-1b).

Open House prticipant ratings for the species were comparable to those collected by trials
staff, butthere was a wide range between the minimum and maximum ratings, particully in the
last two events. Comments left by participants suppontg this mixed reactionincluded Or AY
OOOTTETIC Pl AT QhioOBRAT GEBI OOLOART Choe AT A OO0 T xEIi D
floral structure highly or did not recognizeit assuchand recorded a 0O for no flowergTable 7b).

Lygeum spartum Final H x W: 346 87cm) x 5806 147cm)
False esparto grass is the common name for this very interesting Mediterranean nativiés
leaves stay green throughout the winter which means no end of season pruning was necessHry.
was outstanding looking on all irrigation treatments with no significant difference in growth or
overall appearance between treatments throughout the seasqfTable 8a, Figures 2a2b). The stiff
leaf blades are a consistent bluish gragreen that lean somewhat in the direction of the prevailing
winds. However, this was not particularly unattractive and lent a sense of motion to thgant. The
tanflower/ seed A AAOh xEEAE 11T E 1 EEA O Al1l AOAT A8O EAAAOF
foliage. The only significant differencein any ratingwasin September when the80% and50%
treatments had higher floral ratings than the 20% treatment at 50.05. Since flowers had actually
dried, this was probably due to a higher rate of senescence and hence -sf#faning in the lowest
treatment. With its low maintenance requirements and consistent good lookshis landscape plant
most certainly deserves wider use.
Participants rated L. spartumhighly at all three events and declaredt asone of the top
three favorite species each timgTable 8b). Participants extoled the virtues of L. spartumin the
Ali i AT 66 OAAOGEI1T 1T &£ OEA OAOGET C &I Oih OAAT OAET ¢ Ol
OAI I 1TTTEETC 1T OOO0OAT AET ch OAOUo68 4EAEO O1T ENOGA &1
and theseedstructure continued to provrde interest to the end of the season, with one participant

~ A s o~ s

Muhlenbergia capillaris 07 EEOA ¢ &ET Al ( @ 7d 1 p &m)
The southeastern U.S. origin of this cultivar of hairy awn muhly grasslikely responsible

for its poor performance in this trial in our hot, dry location. Theannual averageoverall appearance
was not acceptableat any rateunder this irrigation regime (Table 9a). It is possible that the cultivar
would have performed better with the same amount of total water, butlelivered more frequently
or in a more humid coastal arealn August only the highest irrigation treatment was marginally
acceptable, and though the 50% E1vas briefly acceptable in September after receiving irrigation,
by the end of the trial it had fallen into the unacceptable range agaifor us, only a few plants
flowered, but too few flowered heavily enough to earn its moniker.Three plants on 80% bloomed,
3 plants on the 50%, and 1 plant on 20%, but most with a flal rating of 1. Most plants in the field
had the appearance pictured in Figure 3d, while only 2 achieved the floral display of Figure 3be
largest plants were on the highest irrigation treatment, but there was no significant difference in
relative growth during the trial period (Figures 3a3Db).
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While severalOpen HousD AOOEAEDAT 0O AEAI PETI T AA O7TEEOA #1171 (
EO xAO 01106 A OAOU AQAEOET ¢ bl AT G668 4EEO EO Al O1T A
acceptable overall apearance as the season progressed. Plant selection for the open hause
occurred before the May event, with staff choosing the best performing plant material at the time.
After assessing the dataye suspect the individual selected for the 80% treatment mapot have
performed as well as the others replicates for that treatment, creating the difference between
ratings collected by project staff andpen house participants

Muhlenbergia reverchonii & T AA OT « Final H x W: 17.66 44.7cm) x 406 100.9cm)
651 AAOT OAAS xAO A EATAOIT A OOAU I Gdnsistentig OAOO 1
scoring very good overall appearance ratings throughout the growing season (Taldéa)8 ) O6 O 1 1 1 U

minor drawback was a few plants developed a neaniform habit or flopped open in the middle.
Flower heads appeared in June and peaked in September and Octahes massivecloud of dusty
rose (Figures 4cz 4e). Although striking enough as an individual specimen, this would be stunning
planted in a large sweep in a bordeiThere was no significant difference irsize or quality between
treatments (Figures 4a4b).

Muhlenbergia reverchonio 51 AAOT OAA8 OEAA OEA xIiI x EAAOQT 06 Al
all open housegTable 1008 0 AOOEAEDAT OO DPDOAEOAA OEEO OPAAEAO O
OPOOPI EOE OAAA EAAAG68 30A0O0EI C xEOE EECE ET EOEAI
slightly in July as plants were in the initial stages of flowering when the open house ocred.
Ratings reached their zenith for this cultivar by September when the full effect of the flower display
IO OCiT A OEi xoh AT O A AA A£OINOSIOAADT AAAS AOAD OADAA
AT A AOGA O1 EOO Ocii Al AEEGR OEAYI ARRK OAKhadipow xEEAEGAO
consistently recording it as one of their favorite plants at the evest

RosaO+/ 2 AEACOAES $AOE &ETAl ( @ 7d tmo jop

Dark Desire is a dark red, fragrant hybrid tea rosthat developsa lax, sprawling habit that
might be more attractive with some support or if placed at the back of a large border where it could
blend with other plants (Figures 5cz 5f). Roses were displayed at the ends of long canesich
became arching as theeason progressedn a mostly nortuniform habit. Flowering was greatest in
May, though there was not uniformly full coverage on all plants on any treatment (Figure 5d)his
was the only rose in our trial with damage from raspberry horntail larvaeWhere most roses in our
climate will perk up in September for a fall bloom and look good through at least November, this
onebegan to decline in foliage quality and overall appearanda September, though it threw up a
few blooms. It was marginally acceptablen overall appearance only on the highest irrigation
treatment, and would probably fare better in a cooler climate (Tabld1a). Its apparent water stress
lent it to pest damage, though it was very disease resistant. The lowest treatment appears to be
smaller in size than the two higher irrigation treatments, but these differences were not significant
(Figures5az 5b).

The habit and performance o | G-A 20\ E A C QrfevEdly ascdp@bleto Open House
participants based upon the Overall Appearance scores, declining after the Mayent (Table 11b)
Their commentsnoteditsO1 ACCU &I 0i 6 AO O1 AAOGEOAAT A8 &1 1 xAO Al

open appearance of older blooms.

RosaO+/ 201 AAAT i &6 o1 Oi o0 &ET Al ( @ 7d cwd j
Plum Perfect is a shrub rose on the small side that performed far from perfectly in our trial.
The moderatelyacceptable foliageappearance and pretty floral displayin spring had disappeared
by Junewith sunburn significant by July.Foliage on all treatments was pale, prone to pests, and
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began to decline into fall dormancy in September. The first flush of bloonts May showed the
lovely flower color for which the plant is named, but the small, nomniformly shaped shrubs never
achieved full floral coverage, as shown in the ratings (Tabl2a). Subsequent flowering was very
light and could not make up for the pooffoliage quality the rest of the summer. The only significant
growth difference was in the month of August, but subsequent plant decline in the moderate
treatment (the largest plants) saw that difference disappear by September (Figuréa z 6b). Since
this rose never achieved acceptable appearance after May, we do not recommend this plant on any
irrigation treatment in this growing region.
Plum Perfect started the season witimarginally acceptable scores in the Ma@pen House
ratings, but by the summerraE1T COh OEEO AOI OEOAO AEAT 80 OITTE EAD
3APOAT AAO AO 01 0i 0AOEAAO OAEAT 30 AEAOAOpedi 1 1T OAO
House echo those of project staffTable 12b).

RosaO- AEOAAAT A6 ) AAA FinalH. x 7 EAOQOE]d owo6 | prmAl
Icecap is an extremely floriferous shrub rose that achieved better overall appearance
ratings on the two higher irrigation treatments only during the hottest month of July (Table 3a).
There were no significant differencesn growth between treatments and no other treatment
related quality ratings were seen (Figures 7a x A 8 4EEO OEOOA O1 OGAdO 11A E
blooms turn parchment colored and remain on the plant for too long without sel€leaning(Figure
7d). Because the plant is so floriferous, the number alinging deadflowers can be significant and
were the only detrimental comment. Fortunately, there was always som#oral display on the
plants and combined with diseasdree foliage and an overall good ronded habit, the plant
consistently achieved good to verygood appearanceEven the lowest irrigation treatment put on a
late season flower show (Figure 7e).
Icecap was warmly received byDpen Houseparticipants, posting respectable scores in both

May andJuly. Theratings in Septembershow adifference in scores between the treatments ithat
month, which canbe attributed to the blooming pattern for this cultivar (Table 13b). Raters
encountered plants on the highest treatmentas they werefinished blooming and many of the
flowers had faded and not yet dropped. When the plant is in full bloom participants noted it is
OE | b OAKoé&vé fhsyioted thatthis cultivar held on to spent blooms, perhaps longer than
the other cultivars tested, a conditionthatx AO  O1T 1T O RéyardieAd oftlie Quesall
Appearance scores in September, as a cultivar, participants continued to list Icecap as one of their
EAOI OEOA P1 AT OO AO EO xAO OAOOOAAOGEOAR EAAI OEUR O
AT A OET CATAOA1T OEA &I 1 EACA xAO OAOU Al AAT 80

RosaO- AEUIT O AT A6 7EEOR &ET A1 (08 @ 7EAQOEJd c¢o

This new member of the Drift® rose seriesvas a steady bloomer, bushowed leaf edge
necrosis beginning in July. Plants on the highest irrigation treatment showed the most dramatic
symptoms, leading us to believe this cultivar may be more boron sensitive than others in the series
we have evaluatedsince the irrigation water is known to contain boron). About 25% of the plants
threw stems which had reverted to pink flowers which we pruned ou{Figure 8d). This might be a
troubling characteristic for landscape managersThis groundcover rose was very good at self
cleaning ent blossoms.There were no significant differences in quality ratings between
treatments with one exception: flowering in July was higher at 20% of EThan at 80% (Table 4a).
There were no significant differences in growth measurements between treatmés (Figures8az
8b). Overall the appearance was good to very good on all treatments throughout the year.

White Drift scored acceptably throughout all three open house even{§able 14b).



UC LPIT Report 202017

RosaOD2 AACI 08 OAAAEU +1 &ETAl (08 @ 7EAQOEd cuy
i ORAAEU +AAT AQ
This peachcolored shrub rose is smaller than most with dark green foliagérigure 9c). It

displayed a somewhat inconsistent form halfway betweeshrub and spreader with a tendency to
send out random sprawling canes and leave a low, open center to the shrub. There were no
significant treatment-related effects on growth parameters or quality ratings (Table 8a; Figures9a
Z 9b). The plant showedexcellent disease resistance and fairly good pest tolerandbe foliage
showed dight edge burn on the lowest irrigation treatment andconsistentmidday wilt on all
treatments. Because of the inconsistent form combined with very little flowering after Jy this
plant on average reachequst better than acceptable but noQrery gooddlevel of overall appearance

OAOET ¢ AZEOAO *0O1 UBO OAATTA &I OOE T &£ AlTT1 8
As evidenced by their ratings, participants felt this rosevas acceptableat all three events .
withpatEAEDAT OO0 AT ET UET ¢ OEA GehdidefnBdomilit attadtide/odv AT 1 1 O

the petal color faded to white as the flower age3.he ratings forthis rose show how widely
differently some individuals interpret ed the floral display category(Table 15b). The scoring system
for this category is intended to bequantitative, with participants determining what percentage of
the plant is in flower. Due to the wide range of floral display scores, a few participantsay have
evaluated the floral disphy qualitatively, recording a score of how they felt about the flowers.

RosaD2 AAOOI T U8 30WI U + &ETAI (08 @ 7EAOEd op
Foliage damage from aphids, thrips, and some powdery mildew were the main detriments
to the appearance of this yellow shrub rose. The plant was good at seléaning spent blossoms and
maintained a mostly uniformly rounded habit with an occasional horizoral branch thrown out
near the base of the plant. Flowering was high ilate April to May (Figure 10c), with the highest
rebloom percentage averaging 50% coverage on the 50% Efeatment (Table 16a). Unfortunately,
with low mid-seasonflowering rates, thefoliage needed to carry the appearance of the shrub. After
July, only the 50% irrigation treatment had acceptable average foliage ratings. With average
flowering between 20 to 50% coverage, the plants on 50% of ETherefore averaged the best
overall appearance ratings. There were no significant differences in growth between treatments
(Figures 10az 10b).
This was one of the most discussed roses in the comment forms in the spridgen House
event. Many listed this as their favorite plant, with someas&€ AET ¢ EO OEA OEOI A O" A
The flowers, both their initial yellow colorj O1 T OA OEA AOECEO UAIT T 1T xAd(Q ]
Ol xEEOAo6 xAOA DlOEOE@%bmmm&mﬁﬁﬂ%WM@Mm@AOOEAE A |
OPi 11 EAIADY OETEDEOYS AOA OI OEA 1T PATh OETCIA TA
subsequent open houses, this could be due to the bloom pattern of the culti@able 16b). This
cultivar put on a spectacular show with its initial bloom, then transitoned to a more subdued
blooming pattern, always retaining afew flowers on the plantrather than cycling in and out of
bloom in a boom and bust fashion. Overall, many continued to list this cultivar as their favorite
plant and one they would recommend. Onparticipant perfectly summed up the zeitgeist of Sunny
+1TTAE 1 60 xEOE OEA AT i1 AT O6g O) A 110 A O OA DPAOO

RosaD2 AAOET & $1 OAIT A &ET Al (068 @ 7EAQEQ oc¢
As most of our roses in previous trials, the lgihest average overall quality rating for Double
Knock Out was on the moderate irrigation level at 50% of E{Table 17a). The highest floral and
overall appearance ratings were in May when the first full flush of bloom occurred with all roses
achieving thehighest possible rating(Figure 11c)), but the flowering continued throughout the
season with the highest rebloom rate on the 50% irrigation treatment in AugugiFigures 11dz
11e) - not a time roses are typically known to have high numbers of blooms! Timants maintained
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a good or very good appearance all season on all treatments with no significant differences between
treatments. Neither did plants display differences in growth between treatments (Figure$la-
11b). The vivid pink blooms fade to pale pik and finally parchment color. They do not hold onto
the plant for too long, before shattering and sel€leaning. Foliage appearance was only slightly
affected by thrips, but was completely diseaséee. This rose has rightly earned its hardy
reputation in standard rose trials.

" OAOOO AO 1060 / PAT (1 OOAO AT i1 ATOAA 11 M 1T xAO
AT 1 OOAOOAA xEOE OAAAOOEEOI OAA OI GAs8o 'O 1 AAOGO 11
day. On average, they scored it as very goodgood at all three events (Table 17b).

Sporobolus wrightii &ETAI ( @ 7d tyYo jop

Giant Sacaton is the common name for this large California and Southwest native grass. This
species improved in appearance throughout the growing seas@nd averagel very good overall
appearance from late June through the end of the trial with highest ratisgn the lowest treatment
(Table 18a). There were no significant differences in growth between treatmentg¢Figures 12a-
12b). The flowering stalks arevery tall and dramatic, rising several feet above the foliage and
adding significantly to the plant profilein both height and width as it matured and became looser in
habit (Figures 12cz 12e). This species would need a large landscape.

Much like other grasses,Sporobolus wrightiiscores increased as the seasqogressed,and
the plants initiated their floral display (Table 18b). Aside from a comment or two listing the cultivar
AO OTT O T U OAOOARG EpraisedSiwhightddO All TADEST DA EAED AEIODI 6
TTOET ¢ EO xAO OATahdaBDBEAROI UAAT T ARAKEOD 8 7EEI A OEE
OAAAEOAAR xEOE bl OAT OEA1T O1 AA A OOADPI AAAT AT O A O
i AEAO EO Ei DPOAOEARORO AITCO OLIIA ATAI 1T CAOAAT 686 ' O »
bi OOAOO OEA AAEI EOU O AAA A COAAAAEOI 11 OAT AT O EI
AOAAUAS8BSG

SHADE(Note: the lowest irrigation treatment - 20% of ETo- received no summer irrigation.)

Geranium x cantabrigiense O" ET ET O 8 &ET Al ( @ 7d paod j

Biokovo hardy geranium is a naturally occurring hybrid first found in the mountains of
# 0l AOEAS ) O xAO T AT AA 0AOGATTEAI 01 AT O ' 001 AEAOQEIT
these trials by the UC Davis Arboretum for evaluatiot started the season strong by putting out a
great show of pink flowers and rich green foliageAlthough Biokovo performed acceptably, it had a
couple of flaws that could have been minimized in a trial with a more aggressive maintenance
policy. The first is that spenflowers remained on the plants through June, which detracted from
the overall appearance of thelants (Table 19a). If we had hanepruned before rating, these would
have been rated highein overall appearance Additionally, there were some yellowed oldr leaves,
especially on the two lowest treatments that also reduced the overall appearandaut this would
have been easily handled by a minimally involved home gardener in routine maintenancstill, as
an understory plantreceiving absolutely no mainterancethis performed well enough on all
treatments to be recommendedThere were no significant differences in growth between
treatments (Figures 13az 13b).
This geranium received high ratings from Spring Open House participani/hile a few

staunchOOBD DT OOAOO OAT AET AA ET * 01 Uh 11 GETAQ O®E"OAI EIAGIES
I AAOGAO OEAO AT 160 Avanekpladts, Oy dgieddiCooked a littlOkednlaftar 1 x
battling the June and July heat. By Septemberl A tehrdfo OCOAAO OEADPASG xAO OAAE £
increased scoregTable 19by8 ) OO0 11 xh AAT OAh OT EAA COil xOE EAAEOS
resulted in it being listedin comments from all three eventsasone of theplants participants would
recommend.
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Lomandra confertifolia O3 AAOAAD A &ET Al ( @ 7d ptod j
As with our other attempts to growL. confertifoliacultivars, we killed more plants than we
were able to keep alive; in this case 8 out of 24 plants survived, roughly evenly distributed between
treatments (80% n=3; 50% n=2; 20% n=3). We present the data in the appendix for the survivors,
but the sample ske was insufficient to determine statistical significance between treatments (Table
20a; Figures Maz 14b). Plants that survived never looked robust and healthy in our soil and
climate. For this reason, we do not recommend this species/cultivar in thisgwing region.
Trials staff attempted to select the bestooking individual for each treatment and species
before the MayOpen Housefor participants to rate throughout the seasonHowever, the
individuals of L.O 3 A A &éldc®edito represent the 806 and 20% ET, treatments died after the
July open house. This is an accurate representation of how the species performed as a whsle
discussed in the previous paragraphlit should be mentioned thathe individual selected for the
80% ET, treatment was thebestspecimen in the field which is why its initial (May) mean and
median scores were significantlyhigher than the other two individuals (Table 20b). Perhaps the
best conclusion that could be drawn from looking at thiset of Open Houselata is 1) if alarge
enough sample size of plant material is growrat least one individual will look exceptional; 2) if a
large enough sample of people rate the plarat least one individual will think a plant cultivar is
exceptional.

Lomandra longifolia 021 | A GBI @i " . &ET Al ( @ 7d o0c0d j
Platinum Beauty is & outstanding cultivar of thisLomandraspecies. Plants maintained
excellent overall appearance throughout the trial and showed no significant differences in growth
between treatments (Table21a; Figures Haz 15b). The pale yellow, spikey flowers were held
down inside the foliage(Figure 15c)h AT A OET OCE 11 0 A [ AET O ZAAOI O EI
nevertheless an interesting bonus. At any irrigation level, includingo additional summer water ,
this plant was a shimmering beauty in our shadehouse all year.
Platinum Beauty was a consistent fawite at our Open House Ratings eventReasons
participants were enamored withit included uniformity and color. Comments includeqy OA1 1
examples looked greap O AT 1 OE GO NOIDAIOUEATABDA A UAkddsd afdd ii 104 | RO E CE
brightcolor6 01 OEA OPAAA8 01 AOGET Oi "AAOOU AT 1 OEOOAT Oi U
house,both in conversations with trials staff and in written comments. A large majority of
participants listed this as their favorite plant and recorded that they woudl recommend it. Its
OEAAT OE O ET OAOAOGOGe AOAT -RAGRAORMA EAOO OO1T 110 Ab A£G GHEXX
AFORAEADLD

Nandina domesticad , Ai-TEl A8 &ET Al ( @ 7d pod j
o Tf)is,cgltivar o,f fleavenly paAml,Joo is an egtrgrr]ely dirpirlutivéoArm with pglq gre‘en,IeAavAe‘s as . A
EOO T AI A OOCCAOOOS 4EEO POO 11 OAOU 1 EOOI A coOix0

as a front of border or midborder plant where bright color is needed in shaderor us this
developed the best color contast between new and older foliage in spring and fall (Figures 1&c
16f). It did not bloom during its two years in the trial.Interestingly, the highest ratings overall were
on the lowest irrigation treatment even though measurements indicated the most rative growth
during the middle of the summer on the highest irrigation treatment (Table22a; Figures ¥6a- 16b).
Clearly, faster growth isnot related to best appearance in this cultivar.

Evaluation of LemonLime heavenly bamboasplit participants into tw o groups, those who
1T O0AA EOO OERARDAOEET & hAAIOEGEGET T 10 OET OA xEI AE
On balance a majority of participantappreciatedthis plant and gave it high ratings (Table 22h)
OAl1 OET ¢ OEA bi b | -mEmdnjectiddabhady itbakiod,dts smdll isiteland the
OLZOAOGE APPAAOAT AA All AgAiI Pl AO8d
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Table 7a. Lomandra confertifolia®inescap® vefage monthly quality ratings(scale of £5) on 3 ETo-
based irrigation levels during 2017. There were no significant differences between treatments.

May June July Aug Sept Oct AVG
Overall Appearance
80% 1.5 1.7 2.3 3.0 2.9 3.3 24
50% 1.6 1.8 2.3 25 2.8 3.3 24
20% 1.3 1.9 2.1 2.8 2.4 29 2.2
Foliage
80% 1.4 2.0 2.7 3.0 3.1 3.3 2.6
50% 1.6 2.8 2.8 3.2 3.7 3.5 2.9
20% 1.3 2.4 2.3 3.0 3.0 3.1 2.5
Flowering
80% 4.0 4.0
50%
20% 5.0 1.0 3.0
Pest Tolerance
80% 5.0 4.4 5.0 4.8 5.0 5.0 4.9
50% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
20% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.7 5.0 5.0
Disease Resistance
80% 5.0 4.4 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9
50% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
20% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vigor
80% 1.4 1.7 2.3 2.9 3.0 3.6 2.5
50% 1.6 2.2 2.5 2.8 2.8 3.3 2.6
20% 1.3 2.0 2.6 3.1 2.6 2.7 2.4
Table 7b. Open House participant ratings fdromandra confertifoliaD & ET AOAAPBadSed I T o %4
irrigation treatments in May, July, and September 2017.
May July September
ET% 80 50 20 80 50 20 80 50 20
Max 4 4 4 5 5 4 5 5 5
Overall Mean 1.8 1.6 1.4 3.1 3.0 3.2 3.4 3.3 35
Appearance Median 2 1 1 3 3 3 3 3 4
Min 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1 1
Max 4 4 4 5 5 5 5 5 5
Foliage Mean 1.8 1.6 1.4 3.4 3.4 3.4 3.6 35 3.7
Quality Median 2 1 1 3 3 4 4 4 4
Min 1 1 1 2 1 1 2 2 2
Max 3 1 0 3 4 4 5 5 5
Floral Display Mgan 0.3 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.1
Median 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Min 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Figure 1a. Lomandra confertifoliad & E 1 A avardg® ahithly plant growth index on3 ET,-based
irrigation treatments in 2017. (May data unavailable.)There were no significant differences
between treatments.Bars represent +1 SE.
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Figure 1b. Lomandra confertifoliad & E1 A é’)/éraégé) radhthly relatve plant growth index on3 ET,-
based irrigation treatments in 2017. (May dataunavailable.) There were no significant differences
between treatments.Bars represent +1 SE.
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Table 8a. Lygeum spartumaverage monthly quality ratings(scale of 15) on 3 ET,-based irrigation
levels during 2017. Different superscripts denote significant differenceswithin the month at pS 108
using ANOVAandt OEAUB O (3%$8

May June July Aug Sept Oct AVG
Overall Appearance
80% 4.4 5.0 4.5 4.6 4.5 4.9 4.6
50% 4.7 4.9 5.0 5.0 4.9 5.0 4.9
20% 4.4 4.8 4.8 4.6 4.1 4.6 4.5
Foliage
80% 4.9 5.0 4.8 4.7 4.9 5.0 4.9
50% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
20% 5.0 5.0 4.8 4.9 4.4 4.8 4.8
Flowering
80% 3.4 5.0 4.9 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.6
50% 2.4 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9 5.0 4.5
20% 2.3 4.9 4.9 4.9 3.4 4.6 4.2
Pest Tolerance
80% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
50% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
20% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.8 5.0 5.0
Disease Resistance
80% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
50% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
20% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vigor
80% 4.6 5.0 4.5 4.6 4.8 5.0 4.8
50% 4.7 5.0 5.0 4.7 5.0 5.0 4.9
20% 4.1 4.4 4.1 4.4 4.1 4.6 4.3

Table 8b. Open House participant ratings fdrygeum spartunmon 3 ET,-based irrigation treatments
in May, July, and&september 2017.

May July September
EL% 80 50 20 80 50 20 80 50 20
Max 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Overall Mean 4.1 4.1 4.1 4.2 4.2 4.1 4.0 3.9 3.9
Appearance Median 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Min 3 3 2 3 3 3 2 2 2
Max 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Foliage Mean 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.1 4.2 4.0 4.0 3.9 3.9
Quality Median 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Min 2 3 2 3 3 3 2 2 2
Max 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Floral Display Mgan 2.1 2.1 1.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.6
Median 2 2 1 4 4 4 4 4 4
Min 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Figure 2a. Lygeum spartumaverage monthly plant growth index on3 ET,-based irrigation levels
during 2017. (May data unavailable.Bars represent £1 SE.
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Figure 2b. Lygeum spartumaverage relative monthly plant growth index on3 ET,-based irrigation
levels during 2017. (May data unavailable.Bars represent £1 SEThere were no significant
differences between treatments.
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Table 9a. Muhlenbergia capillaris@ E E O A  avdragénfobthly quality ratings(scale of 15) on 3
ETo-based irrigation treatments in 2017. Different superscripts denote significant differences

withinthe month A0 BSn8nuv OOET C ! . Ref supelsirifis d4rOE AdhdifGan( 3 $ 8
AEAZEZAOAT AA AO DPSn8nps3
May June July Aug Sept Oct AVG
Overall Appearance
80% 2.1 2.2 2.3 2.6 2.7 2.7 2.4
50% 1.8 2.1 1.9 2.0 2.5 2.3 2.1
20% 2.0 1.8 1.5 1.7 2.3 2.0 1.9
Foliage
80% 3.1 2.4 2.4 2.7 3.0 3.12 2.8
50% 2.0 2.1 2.0 2.0 3.0 2.4 2.3
20% 2.0 2.0 1.7 1.7 2.7 2.2 2.0
Flowering
80% 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
50% 1.0 1.3 1.2
20% 1.0 1.0 15 1.2
Pest Tolerance
80% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
50% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
20% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Disease Resistance
80% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
50% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
20% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vigor
80% 2.4 2.6 2.3 3.0 3.3 3.4 2.8
50% 1.9 2.4 2.1 2.1 3.3 2.5 2.4
20% 2.0 2.0 1.7 2.0 2.3 2.3 2.1
Table 9b.0Open House participant ratings foMuhlenbergia capillarisO7 EE OA #1 i-iaded 11 o
irrigation treatments in May, July, and September 2017.
May July September
EtL% 80 50 20 80 50 20 80 50 20
Max 5 4 4 3 4 5 3 4 5
Overall Mean 1.8 1.6 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.8 2.0 2.2 2.9
Appearance Median 2 1 2 2 2 3 2 2 3
Min 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 1
Max 4 4 4 3 4 5 3 4 5
Foliage Mean 1.7 1.6 2.2 2.1 2.1 3.0 2.1 2.4 3.1
Quality Median 2 1 2 2 2 3 2 2 3
Min 1 1 1 1 1 2 1 1 2
Max 2 1 2 3 2 4 3 3 3
Floral Display Mean 0.0 0.0 0.2 0.6 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.1 0.2
Median 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Min 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Figure 3a. Muhlenbergia capillarisO 7 E E O A avéragé feAt@rowth index or3 ET,-based
irrigation treatments in 2017. (May data unavailable.)Bars represent 1 SE.
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Figure 3b. Muhlenbergia capillarisO 7 E E OA avérage @latiGe plant growth index or3 ET,-based
irrigation treatments in 2017. (May data unavailable.)Bars represent +1 SBDifferent superscripts o
denote significant differenceswithinthe month AO bBSn8mnuv OOEI ¢ ! ./ 6! Al A 4O0E
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Table 10a. Muhlenbergia reverchoni® 5 T A A Givefade/ndnthly quality ratings(scale of 15) on 3
ETo-based irrigation treatments in 2017. There were no significant differences between treatments.

May June July Aug Sept Oct AVG
Overall Appearance
80% 3.5 3.6 3.8 4.0 4.5 4.9 4.0
50% 3.6 3.9 4.3 4.5 4.4 4.9 4.2
20% 3.6 3.9 4.3 4.0 4.5 4.9 4.2
Foliage
80% 4.1 4.0 3.9 4.3 4.4 4.4 4.2
50% 4.6 4.8 4.3 4.5 4.4 4.8 4.5
20% 4.3 4.1 4.3 4.4 4.6 4.8 4.4
Flowering
80% 1.3 1.8 3.0 4.6 5.0 3.1
50% 1.0 1.7 3.3 4.5 5.0 3.1
20% 1.0 1.4 2.5 4.5 5.0 2.9
Pest Tolerance
80% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
50% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
20% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Disease Resistance
80% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
50% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
20% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vigor
80% 4.4 4.8 4.4 4.4 4.6 4.6 4.5
50% 4.4 4.9 4.8 4.8 4.1 5.0 4.6
20% 4.4 4.9 4.8 4.5 4.5 4.9 4.6
Table 10b.Open House participant ratings foMuhlenbergia reverchoniD5 1T A A OT OAbdsedi 1T o %«
irrigation treatments in May, July, and September 2017.
May July September
ET% 80 50 20 80 50 20 80 50 20
Max 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Overall Mean 4.0 4.0 3.5 3.6 3.3 3.6 4.5 4.2 4.5
Appearance Median 4 4 4 4 3 4 5 4 5
Min 2 3 2 2 2 2 3 3 2
Max 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Foliage Mean 4.1 4.1 3.7 3.8 3.5 3.8 4.4 3.9 4.4
Quality Median 4 4 4 4 4 4 5 4 5
Min 3 3 3 1 2 2 2 2 2
Max 5 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 5
Floral Display Mgan 0.5 0.4 0.4 1.7 15 2.4 4.0 3.9 3.9
Median 0 0 0 1 1 2 5 5 5
Min 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Figure 4a. Muhlenbergia reverchonid5 T A A @Ve&ée/km”)nthly plant growth index on3 ETo-
based irrigation treatments in 2017. (May data unavailable.)Bars represent +1 SE.
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Figure 4b. Muhlenbergiareverchonii® 5 1 A A GiefadeAndnthlyrelative plant growth index on 3

ETo-based irrigation treatments in 2017. (May data unavailable.)Bars represent +1 SEDifferent
superscripts denote significant differenceswvithinthe month AO BSn8nuv Q@AORT ¢ OEAUG O
HSD.

21



UC LPIT Report 202017

Tablella.RosaO+/ 2 AEACOAAS $AOE $AOGEOAA AOAOBOGAERI T OEI U |
based irrigation treatments in 2017. There were no significant differences between treatments.

May June July Aug Sept Oct AVG
OverallAppearance
80% 3.1 3.0 3.5 3.0 2.9 2.8 3.0
50% 2.9 2.9 2.9 2.6 2.6 2.4 2.7
20% 3.3 2.9 3.4 2.6 2.8 2.4 2.9
Foliage
80% 3.4 3.3 3.5 3.1 3.4 2.4 3.2
50% 2.7 3.4 3.0 3.1 2.9 2.4 2.9
20% 3.3 3.5 3.3 3.0 2.8 2.6 3.1
Flowering
80% 2.0 1.0 1.1 1.2 1.1 1.3 1.3
50% 1.1 1.2 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.1
20% 2.4 1.2 1.0 1.0 1.1 1.0 1.3
Pest Tolerance
80% 3.5 3.5 3.5 3.1 4.3 3.3 3.5
50% 3.1 3.6 3.1 3.4 3.6 3.1 3.3
20% 3.5 3.6 3.5 3.0 3.5 3.4 3.4
Disease Resistance
80% 4.0 3.9 4.4 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.5
50% 4.0 4.6 4.9 4.6 4.9 5.0 4.6
20% 4.1 4.5 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9 4.8
Vigor
80% 4.5 4.8 5.0 4.6 3.6 4.0 4.4
50% 3.7 4.0 3.9 3.9 3.3 3.3 3.7
20% 4.3 4.5 4.4 4.0 3.9 3.6 4.1

Table 11b.Open House participant ratings foRosaO+ / 2 AEACOA A8 $ Afbaseds AOEOAA T
irrigation treatments in May, July, and September 2017.

May July September
ET% 80 50 20 80 50 20 80 50 20
Max 5 5 5 4 4 4 4 4 4
Overall Mean 3.6 3.1 2.9 3.2 3.0 2.8 3.2 2.8 2.8
Appearance Median 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Min 2 2 1 1 1 1 2 2 1
Max 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Foliage Mean 3.8 3.3 3.2 3.7 3.4 3.4 3.8 3.2 3.2
Quality Median 4 3 3 4 3 3 4 3 3
Min 2 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 2
Max 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Floral Display Mgan 0.4 0.7 0.8 1.9 1.7 1.5 1.6 1.2 0.3
Median 0 0 0 2 2 1 1 1 0
Min 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0
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based irrigation levels in 2017. Bars represent +1 SE. There were no significant differences between
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Table12a.RosaO+/ 2 O1 AAAT i & 01 O6i OAOEAAOA 301 AAI 6" -AOAOAC,
5) on 3ET.-based irrigation treatments in 2017. Different superscripts denote significant difference

withinthe month A0 bsSm8nu OOEIC ! ./6! AT A 40EAUBO (3%8
May June July Aug Sept Oct AVG

Overall Appearance

80% 3.8 2.3 2.1 2.1 2.0 2.1 2.4
50% 3.9 2.3 2.3 2.0 1.9 1.7 2.3
20% 3.7 2.1 2.0 2.0 1.9 1.9 2.3
Foliage

80% 3.0 2.6 2.1 2.0 2.0 1.9 2.3
50% 3.1 2.3 2.0 2.0 1.9 1.7 2.2
20% 2.9 2.1 2.0 2.1 1.9 1.9 2.1
Flowering 4.1 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.6
80% 4.3 1.3 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.7
50% 3.6 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 15
20% 4.1 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.6
Pest Tolerance

80% 3.3 3.3 2.9 2.5 3.9 3.3 3.2
50% 3.1 3.1 2.6 2.9 4.0 3.0 3.1
20% 2.9 2.9 2.9 2.7 4.1 3.3 3.1
Disease Resistance

80% 4.9 3.8 4.8 4.4 4.8 5.0 4.6
50% 50 3.1 3.9 4.0 4.6 5.0 4.3
20% 4.1° 3.1 3.9 4.1 5.0 4.9 4.2
Vigor

80% 4.1 3.3 3.0 2.8 2.4 2.8 3.0
50% 4.7 4.0 3.1 3.1 2.3 2.4 3.3
20% 3.4 2.9 2.9 2.7 1.7 2.1 2.6

Table 12b.0Open House participant ratings foRosaO+/ 2 OT AAAT 1 & 01 O0i O0AOAAAOA
ETo,-basedirrigation treatments in May, July, and September 2017.

May July September
ET% 80 50 20 80 50 20 80 50 20
Max 5 5 5 3 3 3 4 3 3
Overall Mean 2.8 3.0 3.3 1.8 1.7 2.2 1.7 1.5 2.0
Appearance Median 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 1 2
Min 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 0 1
Max 4 4 5 3 3 4 4 3 4
Foliage Mean 25 2.9 3.2 2.0 1.9 2.4 1.9 1.6 2.0
Quality Median 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2
Min 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 1 1
Max 5 5 5 2 4 2 3 2 3
Floral Display Mgan 3.0 3.1 3.6 0.4 0.5 0.8 0.3 0.2 1.1
Median 3 3 4 0 0 1 0 0 1
Min 0 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Figure 6a.Rosad+/ 2 O1 AAAT i 6 01 6i O0AOEAAOA 3061 AARI 6 AOGAOAC!
ET.-based irrigation levels in 2017. Bars represent +1 SE.
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Figure 6b.Rosa0+/ 2 OT AAAT i 6 01 O O0AOEAAOA 301 Aol AOAOAC/
index on 3 ET-based irrigation levels in 2017. Bars represent £1 SE. Different superscripts denote
significant differenceswithinthemonth AO bsSn8np OOET C ! ./6! AT A 40EAUG
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Tablel3a.Rosao - AE OA A AT derage rAohtAlyAgbatity ratings (scale of 15) on 3 ET,-based
irrigation treatments in 2017. Different superscripts denote significant differencewithin the

monthAO BSm8muv OOET C ! . Ref supehsirifisden@daAighdicant (ifdrae at
b S8
May June July Aug Sept Oct AVG
Overall Appearance
80% 4.9 4.4 4.9 4.1 4.0 4.0 4.4
50% 5.0 4.1 5.0 4.3 3.1 3.6 4.2
20% 4.8 4.1 4.4 4.5 3.3 3.6 4.1
Foliage
80% 3.8 4.9 4.6 4.0 3.8 3.6 4.1
50% 4.0 4.4 4.3 4.0 3.1 3.3 3.8
20% 4.0 4.6 4.4 4.4 3.8 3.4 4.1
Flowering
80% 4.9 2.1 3.4 3.5 2.6 3.5 3.3
50% 5.0 2.1 3.6 3.6 2.0 3.1 3.3
20% 4.9 2.4 2.8 3.8 1.8 3.3 3.1
Pest Tolerance
80% 3.8 4.9 4.6 4.1 4.1 3.9 4.2
50% 4.1 4.4 4.3 4.1 4.1 3.8 4.1
20% 4.1 4.6 4.4 4.6 4.3 3.9 4.3
DiseaseResistance
80% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9 5.0 5.0
50% 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9 5.0 5.0 5.0
20% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.8 5.0 5.0
Vigor
80% 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9 4.8 4.8 4.9
50% 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9 4.0 4.4 4.7
20% 4.9 5.0 4.9 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.6

Table 13b. Open House participant ratings foRosao - AE OA A AT énB ET-Faded ikigaton
treatments in May, July, and September 2017.

May July September
ELh% 80 50 20 80 50 20 80 50 20
Max 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5
Overall Mean 3.9 4.0 3.9 3.5 4.0 3.4 2.6 4.1 3.3
Appearance Median 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 3
Min 2 2 3 2 3 2 1 2 2
Max 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Foliage Mean 4.0 4.1 3.9 3.7 4.2 3.9 2.7 4.2 3.7
Quality Median 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4 4
Min 3 3 2 3 3 3 1 2 2
Max 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5
Floral Display Mgan 3.1 3.0 3.1 2.8 3.5 2.8 15 4.0 2.3
Median 3 3 3 3 4 3 1 4 2
Min 0 0 0 1 2 1 0 2 0
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Figure 7a.Rosao - AE OA A AT dverage mo&tmyﬂpaﬁt growth index on 3ET-based irrigation
treatments in 2017. (May data unavailable.) Bars represent +1 SE.
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Figure 7b.Rosao - AEOAAAT dverag¢ mo&thlwaaﬁve plant growth index on 3 EJ-based
irrigation treatments in 2017. (May data unavailable.) Bars represent +1 SE. There were no
significant differences between treatments.
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Table 14a.RosaO- AEUT OI MDtif®&verade Bidnikly quality ratings (scale of 15) on 3 ET-
based irrigation treatments in 2017. Different superscripts denote significant differencewithin the

monthOOET C ! . /6! Al sSa®EiHU8O (3% AO

May June July Aug Sept Oct AVG
OverallAppearance
80% 4.4 4.3 3.8 4.1 3.5 3.6 3.9
50% 4.5 4.3 3.8 3.8 3.4 3.4 3.8
20% 4.6 4.1 4.3 4.1 3.4 3.5 4.0
Foliage
80% 3.6 3.8 3.5 3.5 3.4 3.1 3.5
50% 4.0 4.1 3.4 3.4 2.8 2.8 3.4
20% 4.0 4.0 3.6 3.5 3.3 3.3 3.6
Flowering
80% 3.8 2.3 1.5 2.5 1.6 2.4 2.3
50% 4.1 2.1 2.6 1.9 1.9 1.6 2.4
20% 4.4 2.9 3.12 2.9 1.4 2.1 2.8
Pest Tolerance
80% 3.9 3.9 3.9 3.9 4.4 3.8 3.9
50% 4.0 4.1 3.8 3.8 4.3 4.1 4.0
20% 4.0 4.0 3.9 3.9 4.4 4.0 4.0
Disease Resistance
80% 4.1 4.5 5.0 4.9 5.0 5.0 4.8
50% 4.6 4.8 5.0 4.9 4.9 5.0 4.9
20% 4.4 4.6 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.8
Vigor
80% 5.0 5.0 4.9 4.5 4.0 4.5 4.6
50% 5.0 5.0 4.9 4.6 4.0 4.0 4.6
20% 4.8 4.9 4.8 4.8 3.6 3.9 4.4

Table 14b.Open House participant ratings foRosaO- AEUT O1 AT Ad 7 Efha&sdd $ OE £0”
irrigation treatments in May, July, and September 2017.

May July September
EL% 80 50 20 80 50 20 80 50 20
Max 4 5 4 4 5 4 5 4 5
Overall Mean 2.7 3.7 3.1 3.0 3.2 3.2 3.1 3.2 3.7
Appearance Median 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 4
Min 1 2 1 2 2 2 1 1 2
Max 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5
Foliage Mean 2.9 3.9 3.1 3.0 3.3 3.5 3.3 3.2 3.9
Quality Median 3 4 3 3 3 3 3 3 4
Min 1 3 1 2 2 2 2 2 1
Max 3 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 5
Floral Display Mgan 1.3 2.1 1.3 2.3 2.5 2.0 2.0 2.3 2.6
Median 1 2 1 2 3 2 2 2 3
Min 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 1
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Figure 8a.RosaO- AEUT O1 AT A8 7 EEOA $OEAO" AOAOARBedi 1T OEI U
irrigation treatments in 2017. Bars represent 1 SE.
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Figure 8b.Rosa0- AEUT Ol AT A8 7EEOA $O0EAO0” AOAOACA 411 OEI U
based irrigation treatments in 2017. Bars represent +1 SE. There were no significant differences
between treatments.
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Table 15a.Rosa02 AACIT 06 0 fPAakHy Kinock Aub) afkerage monthly quality ratings
(scale of £5) on 3 ET-based irrigation treatments in 2017. Different superscripts denote

significant differenceswithinthe month A0 PSm8muv OOEIT C ! . /6! AT A 40EAUS
May June July Aug Sept Oct AVG
Overall Appearance
80% 4.1 3.6 4.6 3.8 3.4 3.5 3.8
50% 3.9 3.8 4.1 3.6 3.6 3.5 3.8
20% 4.3 3.5 4.3 3.5 3.4 3.3 3.7
Foliage
80% 3.& 4.0 4.3 4.3 3.5 3.9 4.0
50% 3.2 3.8 3.9 3.8 3.9 3.8 3.7
20% 3.2 3.9 4.0 3.8 3.6 3.4 3.6
Flowering
80% 4.0 1.7 3.3 1.3 1.0 1.0 2.0
50% 3.6 1.9 2.6 1.4 1.0 1.0 1.9
20% 3.6 1.8 2.8 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.9
Pest Tolerance
80% 3@ 4.1 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.3 4.2
50% 3.2 3.8 3.9 3.8 4.0 3.9 3.8
20% 3.4 3.9 4.3 4.0 3.8 3.8 3.8
Disease Resistance
80% 5.0 4.9 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9 5.0
50% 5.0 4.9 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
20% 4.6 5.0 4.9 4.9 4.9 5.0 4.9
Vigor
80% 4.8 4.6 5.0 4.5 3.6 4.5 4.5
50% 4.4 4.6 4.6 4.1 4.1 4.0 4.3
20% 4.5 4.1 4.3 3.9 4.0 3.8 4.1
Table 15b.0Open House participant ratings foRosa0D2 AACT 08 O0AAAEKbasetdAAT A 11 o
irrigation treatments in May, July, and September 2017.
May July September
ET% 80 50 20 80 50 20 80 50 20
Max 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4
Overall Mean 3.1 3.1 3.1 3.5 3.8 3.5 3.1 3.3 2.3
Appearance Median 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 2
Min 2 1 2 2 2 2 1 1 1
Max 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4
Foliage Mean 3.2 3.2 3.5 3.9 3.9 3.8 3.6 3.7 2.6
Quality Median 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 4 3
Min 2 1 2 3 3 2 2 1 1
Max 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4
Floral Display Mgan 2.1 2.2 1.2 2.6 3.5 2.7 1.1 1.3 0.3
Median 2 2 1 3 4 3 1 1 0
Min 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0
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Figure 9a.Rosa02 AACIT 08 0 AAAEU +AAT A AOAOACA Haded OET U DI AT (
irrigation treatments in 2017. Bars represent 1 SE.
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Figure 9b.RosaO2 AACT 08 0 AAA EU + AAT Aplahiydwiiiqiéx oh 3 BrOdsédU OAT A (
irrigation treatments in 2017. Bars represent £1 SE. There were no significant differences between
treatments.
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Table 6a.Rosad2 AAOOT T U6 30T T U +1 1T AE /1 606" AOAGA@MB 111 OEI
ETo-based irrigation treatments in 2017. Different superscripts denote significant differences
withinthe month A0 bsSm8nu OOEIC ! ./6! AT A 40EAUBO (3%8
May June July Aug Sept Oct AVG
Overall Appearance
80% 4.5 3.6 3.6 3.1 3.3 3.3 3.6
50% 4.1 3.8 4.0 3.5 3.5 3.8 3.8
20% 4.6 3.6 3.4 2.9 2.6 3.4 3.4
Foliage
80% 3.5 3.6 3.3 2.8 2.5 3.0 3.1
50% 3.9 3.4 3.5 3.0 3.1 3.3 3.4
20% 3.6 3.4 3.1 2.5 2.5 2.6 3.0
Flowering
80% 4.4 15 1.3 1.4 2.8 1.8 2.2
50% 3.8 15 15 1.9 2.9 2.9 2.4
20% 4.1 1.9 1.1 1.8 1.4 2.4 2.1
Pest Tolerance
80% 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.4 3.9 3.4 3.6
50% 3.9 3.5 3.5 3.1 3.6 3.6 3.5
20% 3.5 3.6 3.6 3.3 3.9 3.3 3.5
Disease Resistance
80% 5.0 5.0 4.8 5.0 4.9 4.6 4.9
50% 4.6 4.4 5.0 4.9 5.0 5.0 4.8
20% 4.8 4.6 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9
Vigor
80% 4.9 4.3 4.3 4.0 3.6 4.6 4.3
50% 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.0 4.12 4.6 4.3
20% 4.0 4.0 4.1 3.5 2.8 3.9 3.7
Table 16b.0Open House participant ratings foRosa02 AAOOT 1 U8 301 1T U ,bdsédAE / OO
irrigation treatments in May, July, and September 2017.
May July September
ET% 80 50 20 80 50 20 80 50 20
Max 5 5 5 5 5 4 4 5 4
Overall Mean 4.4 4.2 4.3 3.7 3.0 2.7 3.2 3.6 2.6
Appearance Median 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 4 3
Min 3 1 3 2 2 2 1 2 1
Max 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 4
Foliage Mean 4.2 3.8 4.2 4.0 3.0 2.8 3.2 3.7 2.7
Quality Median 4 4 4 4 3 3 3 4 3
Min 2 1 2.5 1 2 2 1 2 1
Max 5 5 5 4 4 4 4 5 4
Floral Display Mean 3.7 3.5 3.8 2.0 2.5 1.9 2.5 2.4 1.1
Median 4 4 4 2 3 2 2 2 1
Min 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0
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Figure 10a.Rosa02 AAOOT T UE 30T T U +1TAE /1 66" AOAOACA
based irrigation treatments in 2017. Bars represent +1 SE.
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Figure 10b.Rosa02 AAOOT T U6 30T T U +1 1T AE /1 OO0 AOAOACA
ETo-based rrigation treatments in 2017. Bars represent +1 SE. There were no significant
differences between treatments.
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Table 17a. RosaRadtko' Double Knock Ou® average monthly quality ratings (scale of 15) on 3
ETo-based irrigation treatments in 2017. Therewere no significant differences between treatments.

May June July Aug Sept Oct AVG
Overall Appearance
80% 5.0 3.9 4.1 3.8 3.3 3.1 3.9
50% 5.0 3.9 4.4 4.3 3.9 3.6 4.2
20% 5.0 3.9 4.1 3.9 3.9 3.1 4.0
Foliage
80% 3.5 4.3 4.5 4.3 3.5 3.3 3.9
50% 3.8 4.3 4.6 4.5 4.0 3.4 4.1
20% 3.8 4.3 4.4 4.3 4.0 3.3 4.0
Flowering
80% 5.0 15 1.4 1.9 1.0 1.0 2.0
50% 5.0 1.3 1.9 3.0 15 2.0 2.4
20% 5.0 1.9 2.0 2.4 1.7 1.4 2.4
Pest Tolerance
80% 3.5 4.5 4.5 4.4 4.4 3.6 4.1
50% 3.8 4.1 4.6 4.6 4.4 4.0 4.3
20% 3.8 4.4 4.4 4.4 4.4 3.8 4.2
Disease Resistance
80% 4.9 4.9 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9 4.9
50% 5.0 4.8 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9 4.9
20% 4.8 4.6 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9
Vigor
80% 4.4 4.6 4.4 4.0 3.4 3.4 4.0
50% 4.9 4.6 4.6 4.4 4.1 4.1 4.5
20% 4.6 4.5 4.5 4.0 4.0 3.9 4.3

Table 17b.Open House participant ratings folRosaRadtko' Double Knock Ou® on 3 ET,-based
irrigation treatments in May, July, and September 2017.

May July September
ET% 80 50 20 80 50 20 80 50 20
Max 5 5 5 5 4 4 5 4 4
Overall Mean 4.3 4.1 3.9 3.8 3.5 3.7 3.5 3.0 2.9
Appearance Median 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3
Min 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2
Max 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5
Foliage Mean 4.1 3.8 3.8 4.2 4.1 4.0 3.9 3.3 3.2
Quality Median 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3
Min 3 3 2 3 3 3 2 2 2
Max 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 4 5
Floral Display Mgan 4.1 3.8 3.6 3.4 2.1 3.2 2.6 1.7 1.5
Median 4 4 4 4 2 3 2 1 1
Min 2 2 2 2 1 1 0 0 0
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Figure 11a.RosaRadtko' Double Knock Oub average monthly plant growth index on 3 EJ-based
irrigation treatments in 2017. (May data unavailable.) Bars represent +1 SE.
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Figure 11b.RosaRadtko' Double Knock Ou® average monthly plant growth index on 3 EFbased
irrigation treatments in 2017. (May data unavailable.) Bars represent £1 SE. There were no
significant differences between treatments.
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Table 18a. Sporobolus wrightiiaverage monthly quality ratings on(scale of 15) 3 ET,-based
irrigation treatments in 201 7. Different superscripts denote significant differencewithin the month
AO PSnsaNOVAROEDEAUGO (3%$8

May June July Aug Sept Oct AVG
Overall Appearance
80% 3.2 3.8 4.3 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.0
50% 3.3 3.8 4.5 4.6 4.4 4.5 4.2
20% 3.4 3.8 4.6 50 4.8 5.0 4.4
Foliage
80% 4.0 4.7 4.3 4.0 4.0 3.8 4.1
50% 4.1 4.6 4.5 4.0 3.8 3.8 4.1
20% 4.6 5.0 5.0 4.4 4.6 4.2 4.6
Flowering
80% 2.8 3.7 3.3 4.3 3.5
50% 1.0 4.4 4.5 4.3 4.6 3.8
20% 2.0 3.0 4.2 4.4 5.0 3.7
Pest Tolerance
80% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.8 5.0 5.0
50% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9 4.9 5.0
20% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Disease Resistance
80% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
50% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
20% 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Vigor
80% 4.2 4.3 4.3 3.7 4.5 4.5 4.3
50% 4.6 4.4 4.6 4.6 4.4 4.5 4.5
20% 3.8 4.4 4.6 4.4 4.8 5.0 4.5

Table 18b. Open House participant ratingfor Sporobolus wrightiion 3 ET,-based irrigation
treatments in May, July, and September 2017

May July September
ET% 80 50 20 80 50 20 80 50 20
Max 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5
Overall Mean 3.2 3.4 2.7 4.2 4.5 35 3.9 3.4 3.7
Appearance Median 3 3 3 4 4 4 4 3 4
Min 2 2 1 3 3 1 3 2 2
Max 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 5
Foliage Mean 3.4 3.5 2.8 4.1 4.4 3.8 3.7 3.3 35
Quality Median 3 4 3 4 4 4 4 3 4
Min 2 2 1 3 4 2 2 2 2
Max 5 3 5 5 5 4 5 5 5
Floral Display Mgan 0.6 0.2 0.5 2.8 3.6 1.8 3.6 3.6 3.7
Median 0 0 0 3 4 2 4 4 4
Min 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Figure 12a. Sporobolus wrightiiaverage monthly plant growth index on3 ET,-based irrigation
treatments in 2017. (May data unavailable.Barsrepresent +1 SE.

Figure 12b. Sporobolus wrightiiaverage monthly relative plant growth index on3 ETo-based
irrigation treatments in 2017. (May data unavailable.)Bars represent £1 SE. There were no
significant differences between treatments.
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