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Overview
These arghe results from 2year perennial plant trials catlucted from 206-2018 at the UC
Landscape Plant Irrigation Trials (UCKPfiEld on the UC D&vcampus in USDA climate hardiness zone
9h, USDA heat zone 8, Sunset climate zone 14. The field soil is Yolo sittgralayth aplant available
water supplyof approximately3.7% Ay GKS G2L) KFfF YSGSNI 2F &a2Af d L NJ
zone volume equal to a liwide circle ¥n deep which holds approximatel®.4gallonsof plant
available water.Irrigation treatmentswere applied tocoincide with the Water Use Classification of
Landscape Species levels of High, Moderate/Medium, and Tiesvfieldwasmaintained free of weeds
manually in sensitive areas and by herbicide applications where thas@o risk of damage from drift.
Preemergent herbicidesvere used only on the perimeter of the field and not between rdaowgvaluate
the potential for reseeding. Weppled no insecticides, miticides, fungicides, or fertilizers.
Three Open House ratings events for landscape and horticuftuoédssionals and UC Master
Gardeners were held in early May, midly, and late September, with 64, 36d 88 attendees
respectively, at each event. Participants rated one representative plant of each cultivar on each
treatment or three plants per cuitars, usually the best examples, and these results are incorporated
into the report. Differences betweeh LISy K2 dzaS |G GiSyRSSaQ NIXdGAy3aa |yR
attributable to this fact: while they were looking at one good plant, we rated aredlaaged all eight.
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Table 1. Average ovetappearance ratings from April to October 2018 I8rperennial landscape plant
cultivars on 3 ETFbased irrigation treatments.

e e
SUN ETo% 80 50 20

Dianella revolutaDR5000-[ A G Gt S wS Ox 3.7 3.7 3.6 50-20
Dietes bicololtAfrican Gold' 4.2 4.2 4.1 20
Distylium'Vintage Jade' 2 2.3 2 NR*
Lagerstroemia indiciDeleb’-5 St G 9 O0f ALJAS 4.2 4.2 4.1 20
LagerstroemiaPurple Magic' 4.1 4.1 4.1 20
Lomandra fluviatilisSABU7-{ K| NJ u 3.9 3.9 3.7 20
Nandina domestic&unset Boulevard' 2.5 2.5 2.3 NR*
RosaKORbatam* Winter SuiM Eleganza® 3.3 3.3 3.4 20
Rosa'Meikokan'¢ Tequila Supreme® 3.7 3.6 3.5 20
Rosa'Meisentmil’ - Lemon Drift® 3.9 3.7 3.6 20
Rosa'Radcon’¢ Pink Knock Out® rose 4.1 4.1 4.3 20
TulbaghiaAshanti' 3.8 3.6 3.7 20
Vitex agnuscastusWt L 4L &B $€ G . f dzSaxu 4.2 4.2 4.3 20
Westringiafruticosa'NFL25' Mundi 3.7 3.6 3.7 20
SHADE

Abelia grandifloral2 S@2t Q . Sttt 52yy 25 2.5 2.4 NR
Ceanothus griseusr.horizontalisi a! ¢/ 9! nmd 3.8 3.9 3.8 20
lllicium parviflorum¥t LLIQL t. |y y ! LIS £ t 2.4 2.1 1.8 NR*
Lomandra londoliad [ aonnd . NBST Sx 3.7 4.2 3.7 50

*Not recommended in ouregion

Table 2. 2018 Deficit Irrigation Frequency Details between April 23 and O&ober

Avg.

ET % _# qf Interval Dates_ o_f Irrigation Total Water
Irrigations (all treatments irrigated fully orn4/23) Applied
(days)

SUN in. gal.
80 10 15 5/10, 5/25, 6/07,6 /20,//03,7/17,7/29,8/13,8/29,9/18 30.9 160.2
50 6 23 5/19,6/11,7/02,7/23,8/16,9/12 19.6 101.6
20 2 54 6/25, 8/20 8.4 43.6

50% SHADE
80 4 39 6/22, 7/127,8/29,9/27 11.2 58.1
50 5 68 7/16,9/5 5.6 29.0
20 0




RESEARCH METHODS
Twentyfour plants of each cultivar or species (Table 1) were placed 2 meters apart in
rows 2 meters apart. The Imwide rows vere covered with to 3 inches of chippegvood
mulch, and a ring of inline drip tubing was laid beneath the mulch in the roa abeach
LI Fydd 9F OK RNALI GdzoAy3a NAYy3I KFER n SYAOGUSNEZ
per plant. Plantsvere placed according to a randomized complete block pattern in two blocks
(north and south) to provide 8 of each species onheaic3 irrigation treatments. The four
species under 50% shade cloth were in one randomized complete block.
All plants exceptoses were planted in October or November BOAIl roses were
installed in February 207ifrom bareroot stock Irrigation treatments were based on
percentages of reference evapotranspiration, or ETo as described in Water Use Classification of
Landscapef&cies IVHttp://ucanr.edu/sites/WUCOLSImmediately following planting and
during the first irrigated growing season (from the cessation of rain in spring to recurrence in
fall) all plants were irrigated &@t00% of EGwhen 25% of plant available water was depleted.
This encourages establishment of a deep, healthy root system withqadsing stress. During
the subsequent irrigated growing season, rain was sufficient for plant need through the middle
of Apri, and allplants were fully watered April®to begin the deficit irrigation scheduleBrom
May through October 2(8, all plant received the same amount of water when irrigated to
replace75% ofplant available watein the root zone but how often theyreceived it was
determined by their designated waterse percentage of ETo. The hypothesis is that plants
using water at a lowerate than the reference plant will take longer to use up the plant
available water in the soigr if all available water issed, they can withstand the drought
condition until water is provided agairData from the local California Irrigation Manageme
System(CIMISDavisstation (#6)was used in a water budget to determine the irrigation timing
for each treatment Ifttps://cimis.water.ca.gov). The budget in shade is adjusted for lower solar
radiation. The percentages of Ed®ed in this trial were 20%0% and 80% which correspond
respectively to the WUCOLS Low, Moderate, amyh Miateruse categories
Plant width, length, and height measurements were taken monthly during treatments.
A plant growth index (PGI) was calculated to quantify the growth of plants using the formula
[(I +w)/2 +h]/2, where |, w, and h represent lengthjdth, and height of the plant. To account
for differences in initial plant size a relative PGl was calculateglafcin plant each month
during the deficit irrigation treatments using the form&h/PGl, where PGktands for the
initial PGI, and PGktands for theY 2 y (RGR ualitative performance ratings (on a scale of
1-5) were taken monthly in the followgncategories: foliage appearance, flowering abundance,
LJISaid (2t SNIyOS:T RA&ASIFAS NBarAadrkryOSs @AIA2NE |
Flowering in the grasses is counted as coverage when either the flower head or seed spike
remains attractive andrmamental. A description of the ratings criteria is shown in Table 3.
{AYyOS Y2NIlItAGEe SR (2 dzyS@Sy nswvereugetin dzS a
RFGEF Fyrfedara | ONRP&aa |yR 0S06SSposthoehtbJBKY ©yf p a
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Table 3. Description of quality ratingcriteria

RATING 5 4 3 2 1

Foliage perfect to excellent; same a$ acceptable but unacceptable; unacceptable;
plant is in full leaf except br 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 froma plantis 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%) (25-50%)

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
everygrowing point  many growing  healthy, but unhealthy, and death

points (5075%) not pushing declining
out much new
growth, if any
(<50%)

Overall An impressive plant A very An acceptable Unacceptable Completely

Appearance everything works attractive plant;, plant; may be plant for any of unacceptable
together. flowers (if maybeab past or not the above and not likely
present), leaves, the when in bloom, quite to its reasons to improve
shape and condition or just a very prime; might
of the plant are all nice plantthat  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 describeal as an
attractive garden prime. w211 éQ

plant, even if each
individual factord y ¢
perfect.
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GENERAL NOTES

For the most part, photos of plants in Appendix B are the specimens rated by Open
House Ratings Days participani@ese plants were flagged in late April and photographed as
the representative plant for each cultivar. Additional specimen photos were taken when
something of interest was being captureilanyof the photographs displayed in this report
are from Septenber or October to show their appearance after the maximum amount of deficit
irrigation treatment effectsSpecies where flowering is a significant portion of their ratings are
shown during their peak bloom timeAdditional photos are occasionally addediltastrate
points in the narrative as a matter of interest. Ratings and/or measurement data sometimes
begins in April and sometimes May or later. Anytime these tables begin after April it is due to
pruning that delayed the start of the relative planogtK Y S| 3 dzNBYSy GaQ adl NI A

FULL SURESULTS

Dianella revolutaDR5000-[ A § Gf S wS@u FinalWxHT o OY pa @Y

Little Revlax lilyis a small graske plant, possessing an architectural form due to its
stiff, upright, bluegreen leavegFiguresl8a-189. When averaged over the entire growing
season, there was no statistical difference between treatments in any of the aesthetic ratings
for Little Rev, and plantsere rated good tovery good (3.5 4) on theiroverall appearane with
excellent pest and disease resistance on all irrigation l€V¥alkle 7a)Onlyin October at the
end of the trial periodyerethere any significant differencesoliage ratings of the Low
treatment were lower thanboth the High andModeratetreatment plants andthe Overall
Appearanceatingon the Low treatment was significantly lower than the Moderate treatment
plants. Beginning in Junehe relative plant growth rate of theow treatmentwas significantly
lower thanthe ModerateandHigh treatmentsx G K2 dzZaK | € f GNBFGYSyadaQ I
statistically very closéFigures 1db). Under these soil and climate conditions this cultivar
could be grown acceptably on any of the WUCOLS irrigation levels in this trial, but we
recommendirrigating itaccording to the Moderate category for optimeppearance or Low for
acceptable performance, except in years where fall and winter rains may be delayed which
could furthernegativelyA Y LJ- O ( KS L. Floivér@gioccuriell & MapydudyS
with 14 of 24 plants producing at least one flower spike. The average flowering rating on all
treatments was 1, with only one individual plant ever achieving a rating of 2. From a landscape
management perspective, this is a potential benefitlas tultivargrown mainly for foliage,
may require little maintenance to remove spent flowers.

t FNOAOALI yGa G GKS 2Ly K2dzaS S@Syda | LILIN
A0NHzOGdzNB>Z¢ YR aKSIFf GdKe Odragypldatygd ar éntaidedgd IS A G A Y
The mean overall appearance rating at theen house events was between 3 and 4 at all three
events and on all treatmeni{@able7b). Like other cultivars dbianellawe have tested, Little
Rev develops some browniadthe leaf tips This seemdo be a natural habit of the plant
rather than a symptom of stress. That sagen houseparticipants consistently commented on

GYAY2NI € SIF GALI oNRgyAy3IE |G | fidiagapRNB R $BS yWipD
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Dietes bicolorAfrican Gold*- Pure Gold Dietes CAYlLt 2 E 1Y mcn ¢
Pure Gold is a newer cultivar of thendscape stalwarDietes bicolgrcommonly called
fortnight lily. The unique selling point of this cultivisrbrighter yellowpetalsthan the spetes
with flecks of orange around the rich dark brown epéshe three lower petalgFigurel9a).
There were no significant differences in growth between treatméhtgures 2&b). There
were alsono differences between treatments irany ofthe aesthetiaatings exceptin the
month of July when the foliage ratings on the Low treatmienéfly dropped significantly lower
than the Moderate treatment plant§Table8a). One of the two irrigation applications for the
Low treatment was in early July, and subseqtly, plants recoveredomparable appearance to
the higher irrigation treatment®y the August ratinglate. With comparablegrowth dataand
very good appearance on all irrigation leyé?sire Golds a highly recommended plant for the
Low water use categy.
BeforePure Gold had bloomegbarticipantsat our SpringOpen Housexpressed

skepticism over the need for anothBietes which they viewed as trite and unimpressive
landscape plantAs the plants began to bloothis sentiment changednd folks wio had
previously expressed their lack of interesthimns genusas a whole began texpress
appreciaton ofi KS &l GGNF OGA GBS aKILIST yAOS f221Ay3a T2
02t 2NJ O2YO0AY Il GA2Yy ®¢ h @SNI fpdblicevertsBiithD@&falR & 02 NB R
Appearancescores in the high 3s and low @sable 8b) The consensus was thide plants
asSsSy au2 lftglreéea t221 NBlLazylofée 3I22Rd b2d | &

Distylium'Vintage Jade' FinalWxHpdp OY oO6o0ocdé v E

Thisgenus has been the focus of increased breeding efforts over the pakh Y8arsas
an alternative toevergreenshrubs such aBuonymusr Rhaphiolepiswhile uncommon in
California Distylium cultivars are increasingly utilized in landscapes in the Sagrn US In
this trial, there were nasignificantdifferences between treatments irelative plant growth
(Figures 3&8b). In aesthetic ratings over the whole seasdme Moderate treatment
outperformedthe Low treatment inFoliage quality and ratedgnificantly betterOverall
Appearancehan both Low ad High treatment plant§Table 9a)These ratings were
consistently so low after spring, however, thiahever achieved a really acceptable landscape
appearance, leading trials staff to conclude thas plant does not perform well in full sun in
CalifdNy A I Qa / SBédand df thi) Wi A §& | AGirredly ihdeQevaluatiomnder
50% shade clotfor the 2019 seasoto see if it may perform better in that environment.

Open house articipr Y i & | LILINBOA | G SR { ghGpelt Iyl SNSIad AYWI3]
a good hedgg but as the season progressed, tlididge on Vintage Jade tended to bleach to
yellowandolder foliage at the basdroppedresulting in a sparse, lanky appearance. This
condition resulted in lowoverall ratinggTable 9hb)

Lagerstroemia indicdDeleb'-5 St (i 9 Of Final W x H101cm @0¢ 010Fcm @n & 1
crape myrtle
The unique sellingoint of Delta Eclipses the rich, dark foliageyhichopen house
participantsdescrited variouslyas redred-brown, purple,burgundy, andad 32 2 R OK2 02t I §
02t 2NJ g A (K WhemcbrirasdrwittathegcBigpikflower color, it made quite a
striking display in bloonF{gure21a). Thefoliage coloremained throughout the season



RESULTS 202618

neither bleaching out or turning green as can occur in other species with dark fdfiagering
started in July and continued through October with peak bloom occurring in August and
SeptemberTable 10a)Threeindividuak floweredearlyin May and Jue. Trials staff and

several open house participami®ticed thatsome plants had dried and curled fealges late

in the seasonDelta Eclips&as popular at events, being tlsecond and third most favorite
plant ofthe Summer and Fall Open Hosseespecively (Table 10b)There was no difference in
growth betweentreatments(Figures 4aib). Final size (above) is not reflective of eventual size
of this woody perenniaDelta Elipsewasscoredhigh in all aesthetic rating categories, with no
differences observed between treatmentsAn additional bonus was that dead flowevsre
quickly seHcleaningleaving shiny reddish seed pqdgving the plant a tidy appearance even
after blooming.Due to tre lack of differencen performancebetween treatments, we
recommendDelta Eclipsas an excellent performer fdrow water.

LagerstroemidPurple Magic'c Purple Magic Final W x H70cm @Q7¢ 063&m (B¢ 0
crape myrtle
Participants athe SpringOpen Houseommentedoni KS & 0 S| dzi A Fdzf F2¢€ A}

withad @I N> ald 0SiG6SSy y&uétoregcBoredl he §rbMthTOrchich | 3 S ¢
purple flowers emerged in July with heavy bloogturringthroughearly Septemberand
lighter bloom continuing int@®ctober(Figure22a). Participants athe Summer Open House
highlightedi KS &t I NAS Tt 2 ¢S NREeTRliagedemKined cle@2adLIr OG LI |
healthyas the season progressethe persistence of spent flowesedfected Overall
Appearance scoresom both FallOpen House participants and trials staff for this imalt We
found no difference in aestheti@atingsbetween any treatmentg¢Table 11a)Final size (above)
is not reflective of eventual size of this wahoperenniaknd there were no differences in
growth between treatment®xcept a brief difference betweehe High and Moderate
treatments in the month of AugugFigures 5&b). With excellent performance on all irrigation
treatments, werecommend this @nt be irrigatedaccording tahe WUCOL&ow categoy.

Lomandra fluviatilisABU7'-{ KI NI ® [ 2 FhalWxHMHd OY 6pméD
Shara developed &dy, compact form, with fingextured foliagethat wasspikey yet

soft (Figure239.h LISy K2dzaS LI NIAOA LI yia tA]1SR K2g GKS
Sraixteéd |yR (KS 6 sFEBdeBdbdhyapdsmBramehtyl grassetnction
as flowers andre viewed positivelywerated these persistent structures as flowensour
Floral ratingsOpen house participants displayed a wide range of preferencefdor
seedheadsrangingfrom& A y (i S Ndndesisyoy stiplynegating to ratehem as flowers.
Although plantdeveloped brown forked tipsthisis a habit of the spcies rather than a sign of
stress.Throughout the season, Shara was colored medium green with some yellow lahd go
colored foliage distributed throughout the canopy, whishs viewedas seasonally relevant
GI2f R 2OSNI 2y Saé .Thé colodtidh, alorg fvith thi caSsigtent, @ndadmS
habit resulted in Shara ranking as the thiagorite plant at the open houses (Table 12b)There
were no significantdifferences between treatments in growth measurements or aesthetic
ratings andve recommend irrgating Sharaccording tahe WUCOLS Low Categ{Fygures 6a
6b; Table 12a)
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Nandina domesticaSunset Bouleard' FinalWxHH o OY o0dév E
This cultivar oN. domesticanever reached its full potential in our trialBhougha
striking red coloration was observelliringthe preceding winterfoliage was often discolored
due to sun and stress the deficit seasor(Figure24a). These plantsalsodisplayed dackof
vigor,with mean monthly scores of 3 or above occurring only 4 tifoeall treatmentsover
the deficit seasorfTable 13a)Open House participants in the sprigied Sunset Boulevard as
Gidz22 avltt G2 S@I t dzZuid&-nmprésgedisiidl K2 KKSANE L 3 NEI £a 3Ady
(Table 13h) No differencewas doserved in growth measurements aesthetic ratingbetween
treatments(Figures 7&/b). Based on itsinacceptable Overall Appearee scores throughout
the season on all treatmentgje would notrecommend planting Sunset Boulevardie full
sun inthis region. Staff did install several plants in the 50% shade field to observe any
differences that might occuAlthough a full evalugon would be necssary for meaningful
comparison, anecdotallylgnts in the shade werslightlylarger, and possessed slightly higher
foliage quality scoresdt has been suggested and is possible that the small size of the stock we
received may have beean indicator of weak plants, and a repeated trail with largerdier
stock might yield different results.
RosaKORbatam- Winter SuiMEleganza®rose CAy+f 2 E |'Y wmnc C
Winter Sun is a hybrid tea rose wiitagrant, cream yedbw flowersand an upright form
characteristic of thiglass of rose@igure25a). Just coming into bloomuting the Spring @en
Houseg participantsadmiredthe d 6 A 3& &3 B ewitoof |2 20YAay ZE Yy RF | LIBYRADS
& O S Yrialdstaff did not deghead the plants, antVinter Sun proved to be a prolifhip
producer, either addngto or detracing from the appearanceatingsdepending upon
individual preferenceOpen house participants generally disapproved of the green hips in the
summer, while apgeciating then once they changgto warmer yellow or orange in thiall.
Flowers on Winter Sun do fade with ag@d personal preferencesf the open house raters
ranged fromd A y G S NB a {iigef B cubattadine] ingk kvhiteé blooms.
Foliage qality began to decline early the summer with thrips and aphid feeding
especially heavy on this cultiv@Fable 14a). OnEall Open Housgarticipantcommentedthat
GOKS 6BdzZOB aAKEF S NI 0§ SR KA IKSNI A Planfsthad veérgbodW I S Y
Overall Appearance ratingzarly on then fell to acceptable/average by rsdmmer due to this
pest pressure and a tendency for individual plants to haveungiform (lop-sided)growth
(Figures 25#25f). Unlike true shrub roses, this hybrid tea realbclined in its performance as a
landscape placeholder by the middle of Septemié&owth measurements and aesthetic
ratings data indicate performance was consistent acroslé treatments leading us to
recommend irrigating thisose cultivaraccording tahe Low category of WUCO({Sgues 8a
8b).

Rosa'Meikokan ¢ Tequila Supreme® rose Final W x H: 26cm G0é 085&m B3¢ 0
The colorof the bloomson this vigorous and dense shrub rose is unique and eye
catching and the ruffled petals just add to tteppeal Figure26a). OpenHouse participants
mostly commented on this aspect of the plants. Tequila Supreme was third on the Favorite
Plant of the Open House list at our summer evéhinor black spot and leaf spot early in the
season affected foliage, bby midsummer these leagehad mostly fallen. Later in the



RESULTS 202618

summer, aphids became an issue and heavy honeydew made the leaves really shiny and

created a halo of stickiness on the ground surrounding the shrubs. Fortunately these issues had

no real effect m plant vigorthough open house participants found this undesirab@verall

plant appearance was very good to good throBgptemberon all irrigation treéments, with

this rating dipping in October as plants showed an early finish to the season {bal)leOne

pecdiar aspect of this shrub rose was the tendency to throw a long branch sideways; it could
KIS 6SSy GKIFIG KSasS f2y3 OlySa 3INBg aildNI AIKI{
sideways by the time we saw them in the field. Because &his I sungi@dLINHzy A Yy € G NR | €
natural habit of the plant detracted somewhat from the uniformity and otherwise great overall
appearance of the shrubs. With some minor management of this habit, this heavily flowering

cultivar would make an excellenddition to anylandscape. There were no significant

differences in growth or overall appearance between the irrigation levels (Figur@is)9sve

recommend irrigating according to the WUCOLS Low category.

Rosa'Meisentmil’ - Lemon Drift® rose Final W xH: 110 cm (8¢ w48 cm (L% 0
Lemon Drift is a prolifically blooming groundcover rdsat performed at a very good

level on alirrigationtreatmentswith no significant differences in overall appearance between
treatments (Table @a; FigureslOa-10b). Only withthe second flush of blooms in September
did the High treatment display a significantly greater percentage of bloom than the Low
treatment. This lowgrower kept a dense habit with a modest sprehdt hadno differences in
growth between treatmens (FigureslOa-10b). The only downside to this cultivar is that it does
not seltclean, and after a large flush of blooms, the remaining calyces can create a somewhat
messy appearance that sonopen house raterfound unappealing.In the fall when the hip
were mote fully formedwith coloration changing from green to red/orangbge opinion of the
KALA 2y O0S F3AFAY @FINASR FTNRBY al 322R (KAy3éE G2
and attractive and appreciated the delicate yellow color of thaoins. We recommend
irrigating this plant according to the WUCOLS Low category.

Rosa'Radcon¢ Pink Knock Out® rose CAylLt 2 E |'Y wmpagOy
Pink Knock Out was a truly superior shrub rose in our triMigh mostly clean, dark
green fdiage and consistently rounded, uniform habit, it bloomed throughout the season with

the largest flushes in May, July, and Augast]ja decent showing of blooma other months as
well (Table 173 Early thrips damage mostly disappeared and only lovterior (and

therefore unnoticeablejoliage showed any signs of damagd.ratings were very good
throughout the seasomwith no significantdifferences betweenreatments in any month or

over the whole period (Table 17alk is worth noting that, thouglhe differences are not
significant, the ratings for the Low water treatment were marginally the highest for the Vigor,
Howering, and Overall Appearance cateigs. There were no significant differences in growth
between treatments, making this plant @&xcellent choice foa mediumsized pink flowering
shrub inthe Low waterWUCOLS category (Figures-11db).

As with most really floriferous plants, the one diaack was the period immediately
following a heavy bloom before spent petals or calyces haérfalln the fall, many open house
participants appreciated the way the dark pink and fadeale pink flowers adorned the shrub
at one time However most madesome notice of the undesirable habit of holding dead petals

9
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and calyces too long, even if thetherwise like theplant (Figure 28). If this were intolerable,

it could be managed fairly easily by brushing the plants with a leaf Ydken queriedabout

which cultivar open house participants would recommend in a professional capacity, Pink Knock
Ou was the second most common response at the Spring and Summer Open Houses.
Additionally Pink Knock Out was the second on the list of favorite plankea&pring Open

House.

Tulbaghia'Ashanti society garlic Final W x H49cm (19 031&m (12 0
Thissmall cultivar of society garlic has softslightly bluegray tingedfoliage and the
flowers are a paler lavender coltiran the specie¢Figure29a). Plants started off the season
healthy and full of blooms. It was rated very gaondll quality categoeson all irrigation
treatments through JulyTable 18a) Trials saff did not observe any of the garlic fragrance
commonly associated withulbaghiawhen removing spent flower heads in the early spring or
collecting growth data. Some of the typical lyggty aroma was noticed when removing the
plants in October, thougbur observation is thathis cultivarisless pungent thai. violacea
Beginning in August, Overall Appearance ratings began to slip, especially on the Low irrigation
level and by Septendr all treatment levels had fallen to just acceptable or be(@ableBa).
¢KS YIAY RSGNRYSy(d G2 GKA& LI IFydQa | LILISHNFryOS
without deadheading, there are just too many dead flower statksed in with theliving ones,
which masthe appearance of the plants. Also, as thes®waprogressed, foliage around the
perimeter began to die leaving a ring of yellowed leaves at the base. These two factors
contributed to the low scores in September and October whidught the yearly average
appearance score down to good, rather thidne very goodto-excellent level at which plants
began the season. None of these ratimgs the growthwere affected by irrigation leveso we
recommend irrigation according the WUCQIo8/ CategoryFigures 12d.2b).
Fall Open House participants almosiwersally complained of the detrimental aspect of

GKS RSIR Ft2¢gSN) adrf1a FyR GKFIG AG s2dAZ R ySSR

Vitex agnuscastus®PIVAAQ 5 St G . f d FinalW x H237cm @0 £ T Q)dgé97cm
chaste tree (78-c Q)p ¢
Delta Blues chaste tregasthe star of the 2018 trial yeaa crowd favorite at the open

houses and with staffOpen house participants were universally enthusiastic about this smaller
version of the chastetreg A 1 K NBYI N] & Ay Of dzZRAYy 3 dg2dz R 0 dze €3
¢ h 2 HI€was the plant most people said they would use or recommend to clients with the
space for it. Thislarge, informally shaped shruiegan blooming in June and was smothered in
largepurple panicles by Ju(§rigure30a). It continued to bloom lightly through the rest of
summer with a final surge of bloom in October. Plants were untouched by disease and
displayed only minor insect darmge later in the season which did not affect oveegdpearance
ratings that ranged from very good to WOW (excellent) throughout the season on all irrigation
levels (Tabld9a) There were no growth differences between treatmenisth those on the
Low irfigation level having a slightly insignificantly higher overall appearance rating than the
other treatments (Figures 13h3b). This is definitely an excelldatge flowering shrulfor the
Low water landscapend like otheitex could be pruned eaylon to shape into a small tree
as well.

10
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Westringia fruticosa'NFL25Mundi low coast Final W x H81cm B2¢ 025.kcm (10¢ ¥
rosemary
Mundi is a groundcover version of coast rosemary that got off to a slow start in our trial

but filled out forgenerally good appearance by May. For the rest of the sedasamtinued to
improve to and became quite a godaoking foliage plant that would be useful in the front of a
border or anywhere a low green covering was nee@fédures31h). People at the opn houses
universally loved this plant. It was admired fbe clean foliage, nice dense form, and
GSNEIFGAfAGE Ay fFYyRAaOILS RSarAalyod a[ 20St e
F2t A1 3ST aySIaG FyR 0OdziS¢ | yRrthisdid defsin ob dze ¢
Westringia fruticosaloliage wasinbothered by pests or disease and maintained a healthy,
dark green appearance thataff consistently rated high. There were no significant differences
between treatments for any categori¢sabk 20a). Although plants on the Low treatment had
a slower elative growth rate than the other two treatments, this difference was not statistically
significant, and we recommend irrigation at the WUCOLS Low categoryHReyuales 14d.4b).

G§SE
g SN

50% SHADRE®LTS

Abelia grandiflora¥2 S@2t Q . St f |  FinalWxH:54¢ 0 H 26cm (L0E 0
Overall,we feelthis cultivar ofAbelianeverreached its full potential in our trials,
though several individuals did reach acceptable overall appearance ratings. While Bella Donna
does have nicely scented flowers, the unique sglfpoint for this species is the attractive
foliagevariegation with green leaves fringed with a warwhite or light green margin. Staff and
open house participants appreciated the graceful form and nice variegation balance of this
cultivar. AsonepartOA LJ- y i NBherdAN)] SR> K& LILIe A G0 Aa ®KNBIF G HE
this speciess itstendency to push outight clusters of leaves while leaving lopatches of bare
stemsthat never seemed to fill irwhich, combined withits small delicate leas resulted in
non-uniform plants.
After consulting with our coopetar in April regarding the sparse habit, trials staff

pruned all individuals in an attempt to encouragenching and create @enser canopy. While
deficit irrigation treatments were stéed in April, the reference month for beginning the PGI
and RPGI measements for this cultivar is Mayecauseof this pruning(Figures 15d.5b). The
individuals on the Higlwvater treatment were significantly larger than the Low treatmeints
October Forthe most part, herewere no significant differenceeither over the season or on a
monthly compariso¥ 2 NJ | y& 2F GKS I SaidKSGAO LI NI YSUSNE
Appearance rating when the High treatment was rated significantly higher than the Mdiader
treatment (Table 21a)At the open house eventparticipants rated Bella Donna in the same
range as trials staffTable 21b)Due to the growth difference among the treatments, trials staff
would recommend that this plant be irrigatedth at least tle Moderate WUCOLS level or even
High though we wouldhot recommend it at all in the growing conditions of this trial

Ceanothus griseusgar. horizontalisWa ! ¢/ 9! Final W x H305cm* (1206 ¢m n )X {13
Highlights™ ceanothus cm @5 0
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RESULTS 202618

Highlight$M Ceanothus wasso vigorous thatve had to perform emergency pruning in
June as the plants were goningling and encroaching on their neighbokéthoughplants were
pruned to tmeter diameter circles, this didot hamper their performancer gromth
throughoutthe remainder of the summeand into the fall.There was a scattering of flowens
late March and Aprih shades reminiscent of woltenim,but the draw of this plantvasthe
rich foliagevariegation and vigorous sprawliggowth habit(Figure 33h)Thiswasthe
participants favorite planat the AprilOpen Housendthe one most had listed they would
NEO2YYSYR® t I NIAOALIN ygird Y2latidzER 206K S/ 360 NIK IEAKS Fa2
AYRAGARdIzZEf NBYIFNJAY3I Al oyabor& KE] BRAYRKSTINRB
aSSYa | dzA O] o &amle éto thdir Kvi NYerlibe kegsbri Highlights was elbowed out
of the favoritesspotlight,but participants continued to rate the plant highly, with most scoring
the plant4 or 5 on Overall Appeanaceat the July and Septemb&pen HousegTable 22h)

Dueto pruning the plants iate June, the reference month for beginning the RPGI
calculationfor this cultivar is JulgFigure 16h)At the end of the deficit seasqithe Low
treatment had the largst RPGihoughthis was not statistically significarghowing that
ddzYYSNJ 61 GSNJ A& y20 ONR G A Qdsthetichllg tRé tiédtmedts welle | v ( Q &
comparable for the Overall Appearance, Foliage and Vigor rafirajge 22a)Therewasa
slightdecline(from very good to goodj averageoverall appearancen the Low water
treatmentbeginnng in Septembelbut thisratingwasimpactedby two individuals that died in
the following month Sincethe Lowtreatmentin the shade house/as not irigated over the
entire seasonthis could be the cause of deatlithese two plantsthough the surviving
individuals on this treatment were rated between 3 andespite themortality on the
treatment, trials staff recommend irrigating Highlighfst the Low level though providingpne
irrigationin the late springand/or mid/late summercould prevent the kind of stress in inland

areas that leads to mortality of weakardividualplants
*Plant width is final 29 year width after pruning in late Juneat im-wide circle.A much larger width would
undoubtedly have been attained without pruning.

lllicium parviflorumWt LLLQL t. F yFy! LILCAYlFf 2 E 1Y o1 OY
Trials staff were excited tiearn a new genuand family when we receivedraquestto
evaluate this cultivarlliciumparviflorumis in the Schisandraceamd according to the NCRS
Plants Database is native to Florida and Geo&fiaff had high hopes for this species as the
bright yellowchartreuse color brightened up our shad®ise enough to elicit mangpquiries
about the plant during its establishment ped. In addition to its bold foliage color, the leaves
when crushed reminded some participants of Necco waksasningit the sobriquet Dwarf
Anise TreeUnfortunately thiscultivar did not perform well in thérials during the deficit
period, with mos individuals on thdow treatment perishing between July and August 2018,
with the sole survivor succumbing in September. While all of the plants oHitffeand
Moderate irgation treatmentdived to the end of the deficit period, theperely survivedwith
only several individuals approachiag acceptable overall appearance rating (Table 23a)
Because of the total mortality, the Low treatment is excluded from comparisiese
was no significant difference in relative growth between the High andeviaié treatments
because from April to October the plants did not grow a{fljures 174.7b). Regarding the
aesthetic ratings, neither treatment was significantly diffear&om the other for any of the

12
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categories evaluatedDuring the deficit seasomean and median overall appearance ratings
generated from the open house data were mostly below 3 for all treatman#d| threeevents
(Table 23h)Due to its humid tropicéubtropical origin, tiis the opinion of trials staff that this
plant is not well matchedtd KA & NB3IA 2y Qa fodgdrydowmpdriBdibéngeernt y R
irrigation eventsin this trial.

Lomandra longifolia® [ aonn M . NBST CAy It 2 E | ¥7lemc@® C
After previously evaluating this plant in the fslin field, where we noted uneven
performance, trials staff wermterestedto see ifthe plant would perform better in this region
when grown under 8% shade. While in the full syplant performance ran the gamut from
brilliant to dead in the 50%shade plant performance was uniform acroi®e cultivar for all

treatments BreezéMg | & ¢St f NBOSAOPSR o6& hLISy | 2dzasS Lk

IANBSYs: f dzaKSE 2RO S/ (o FFdRBiA FHEEONGoydadd teStured S & ¢
to a landscapeDue to these virtueBreezéMscored a placat every Open Housen the list
of plants participants were most likely to recommetodclients As with allLomandracultivars
we haveevaluated in our trialsBreezéM developed brown forked leaf tips, which caused some
participants to adjust their ratings dowin the past, tials staff have listed this as a criticism of
theseLomandracultivars, but &er further exposure to he genuswe havdearnedthis is not a
sign of stres®r response to Boron in the irrigation watdaut ratherthe nature of the plant.

There was nasignificantdifference in relative growth rate between the treatmenthe
plants on theModerate or 50% of EToeatment began the irrigatiorseasonn April with a
significantlyhigheroverall appearance rating than the other twieatments. Thissignificant
difference did not carry through to thieadividualFoliage, Flower, or Vigor categoridéthough
the signficance of the difference disappeared in May, both the trials staff and the Open House
participants consistently gave the Moderate treatment a mean OAgatiat was higher than
the other two treatmentsSince Breeze only consistently attained a 4 on@i#erating on the
Moderate irrigation level, weecommendthis irrigation level for best appearanc8ince thes
wasno difference irrelative growth ratesdetween treatmentsand BreezéMdid perform well
at 20% of ETo, it could be expected to perform gtably at this level as well, though a
midsummer soaking might encourage letegm vigor.
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Appendix A

DATA TABLES & CHARTS

2018 Open HousRatings Event§Top: spring; bottom: summer)
All photos: Karrie Reid; may be used by permission with photo ciemitact skreid@ucanr.edu
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Table7a. Dianellarevolua WR5000Little Rewt average monthlyjuality ratings (scale of-3) on 3 E®-
based irrigation levels during 2018.

Category ETo%| Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct AVG
80| 3.3 3.8 3.4 3.5 3.9 4.0 4.0 3.7

Overall
Appearance 50| 3.3 3.4 3.8 3.7 4.0 3.9 4.1 3.7
20| 3.3 3.6 3.6 3.6 3.9 3.9 3.7 3.6
80| 3.3 3.8 3.5 3.6 3.8 4.4 4.12 3.8
Foliage 50| 3.3 3.5 3.9 3.6 3.9 4.4 4.12 3.8
20| 3.3 3.6 3.6 3.4 4.0 4.1 3.8 3.7
80 1.0 1.0 1.0
Flower 50 1.0 1.0 1.0
20 1.3 1.0 1.0 1.1

80| 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Pest Resistance 50| 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9 5.0 5.0 5.0
20| 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9 5.0 5.0 5.0
80| 5.0 4.9 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Disease
Resistance 50 5.0 5.0 5.0 49 4.8 5.0 50 49
20 5.0 4.7 5.0 5.0 4.9 5.0 5.0 4.9
80 4.1 45 49 45 4.8 4.8 4.6 4.6
Vigor 50 4.4 4.4 4.6 4.9 4.8 4.8 4.4 4.6

20 4.1 4.3 4.3 4.6 4.3 5.0 4.4 4.4
Ratings with different superscripts are significantly dffNBSy G dzA Ay 3 ! b h =12 O3 RLIK dfj /Spedd a  t 3

Table 7b. Open House participant ratings@ianella revolutab 5 w p 1 & it @ f ¢ 3ERSHAsed
irrigation treatments in May, July, and September 801

May July September
EL% 80 50 20 80 50 20 80 50 20

Max 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5
Overall Mean 3.3 3.3 3.5 3.5 3.2 3.6 3.5 3.7 3.6
Appearance Median 3 3 4 4 3 4 4 4 4
Min 2 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2

Max 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Foliage Mean 3.3 3.3 3.5 3.7 3.4 3.8 3.5 3.7 3.7
Quality Median 3 3 3 4 3 4 4 4 4
Min 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Max 0 0 4 1 0 2 5 5 2
Floral Display Mgan 0.0 0.0 1.3 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
Median 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0

Min 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Figure laDianella revolutaV 5 w p 1 & it @ éverageSnimthly plant growth index orE3 -based
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Table8a. Dietes bicolofAfrican Gold- Pure Gold Dietes | @S NI 3S Y2y i Kt & sz t Ade |
on 3 E®-based irrigation levels during 2018.
Category ETo% Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct AVG

Overall 80 3.3 3.9 4.4 4.6 4.6 4.4 4.5 4.2
Appearace 50 3.6 4.1 4.5 4.6 4.6 4.4 3.9 4.2
20 3.6 4.1 4.4 4.5 4.1 4.0 3.8 4.1
Foliage 80 3.4 4.0 4.1 3.8 39 4.0 3.9 3.9
50 35 4.3 4.4 4.12 4.4 3.9 3.8 4.0
20 35 4.1 4.1 3.4 3.8 3.9 3.4 3.7

Flower 80 1.0 2.4 2.8 2.3 1.9 1.7 2.0
50 11 2.9 3.0 3.0 2.0 14 2.2
20 13 3.3 2.9 2.5 15 1.3 2.1

Pest Resistance 80 4.6 5.0 4.9 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9
50 |43 50 50 50 50 50 50 49
20 4.4 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9
Disease 80 |46 45 49 40 44 45 49 45
Resistance 50 4.9 4.8 4.8 4.6 4.6 4.5 4.5 4.7
20 4.9 4.8 4.8 4.4 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.6
Vigor 80 4.3 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.8 4.9 5.0 4.7
50 4.5 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.6 4.8 4.5 4.7
20 4.5 4.9 5.0 4.8 4.4 4.6 4.4 4.6

Ratings with different superscripts are significiip differentusing! b h ! | Yy R ¢Id# G2 QUK t ®sa

Table8b. Open House patrticipant ratings fDietes bicolofAfrican Goldon 3ET0 -based irrigation
treatments in May, July, and September 2018.

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 3.8 3.7 4.0 3.9 4.1 4.1 3.5 3.5 3.9
Appeaance Median 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 4
Min 2 2 2 3 2 3 2 2 2
Max 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Foliage Mean 3.9 3.9 4.1 4.0 3.9 4.4 3.6 3.6 4.0
Quality Median 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Min 2 2 3 2 2 4 2 2 2
Max 2 2 3 5 5 5 5 5 5
Horal Display Mgan 0.1 0.2 0.3 3.2 3.7 2.9 1.8 2.0 1.8
Median 0 0 0 3 4 3 2 2 1
Min 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0
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Figure 2aDietes bicolok ! F NJ&A Oavefagdr@ohttiyplant growth index orE3o-based irrigation
treatments in 2018Bars represent +1 SE.
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irrigation treatments in 2018. Bars represent 1 Biere were no significant differences between
treatments.
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Table 9aDistyliumW+ A y (i | a/&agehoRtBlyjuality ratings (scale @5)Ylon 3ET-basedirrigation
levels during 2018.
Category ETo%| Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct AVG

80| 2.8 2.1 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.9 1.8 2.0°

Overall
Appearance 50| 3.0 2.8 2.3 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.3
20| 27 2.3 1.9 1.8 1.9 1.8 1.8 2.0
80| 2.8 2.1 2.0 1.9 1.9 2.0 1.8 2.120
Foliage 50| 3.0 2.6 2.3 2.1 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.3
20| 2.7 2.3 1.9 1.8 1.9 1.8 1.8 2.0
80 2.0 2.0
Flower 50
20

80| 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Pest Resistanct 50 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9 5.0 5.0 4.9 5.0
20| 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
80| 5.0 4.9 5.0 5.0 5.1 5.0 5.0 5.0

Disease 50] 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 5.0
Resistance
20 50 4.8 50 4.8 5.0 50 5.0 4.9
80 34 3.1 2.8 2.3 2.5 2.4 1.9 2.6
Vigor 50 35 3.6 3.4 2.6 2.5 2.9 2.4 3.0
20 3.1 3.0 2.6 2.1 2.7 25 2.1 2.6
Ratings with different superscripts are significantly different usingp h + ! | Yy R ¢Id#] G2 RIIK t Bsa

Table 9bOpen House participant ratings fbistyliumVintage Jadeon 3ETo-basedirrigation
treatments in May, July, and September 2018.

May July September
EL% 80 50 20 80 50 20 80 50 20
Max 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 4
Overall Mean 3.8 3.7 3.0 3.4 3.0 2.4 3.5 3.9 2.6
Appearance Median 4 4 3 3 3 2 4 4 3
Min 2 2 1 2 1 1 2 3 1
Max 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 4
Foliage Mean 4.0 3.9 3.1 3.4 3.2 2.5 3.6 4.1 2.6
Quality Median 4 4 3 4 3 3 4 4 3
Min 2 3 2 2 1 1 2 2 1
Max 2 2 3 2 4 0 3 3 1
Floral Display Mgan 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0
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 3aDistyliumW+ A y (i | &/&ag&vhoRtBlyplant growth index orE3o-basedirrigation
treatments in 2018. Bars represent £1 $kere were no significant differences between treatments.
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irrigation treatments in 2018. Bars represent +1 Biere were no significant differences between
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Table 10aLagerstroemia indic& 5 S aavBrag@ monthly quality raigs (scale of-5) on 3 EFbased
irrigation levels during 2018.

Category ETo%| Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct AVG
80| 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.1 4.8 4.6 4.1 4.2

A p?)‘ézgr'] e 50| 36 41 40 41 48 46 43 42
20| 3.7 4.0 3.7 4.2 4.6 4.4 4.0 4.1

80| 4.9 5.0 5.0 5.0 50 4.9 5.0 5.0

Foliage 50| 4.6 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9
20| 4.9 5.0 4.6 5.0 5.0 4.7 4.7 4.8

80 5.0 1.0° 2.8 2.6 1.0 2.5

Flower 50 1.0° 4.3 3.3 1.1 2.4
20 3.0 2.0P 3.6 2.7 1.0 2.5

80| 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Pest Resistanci 50| 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
20| 5.0 5.0 4.9 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
80| 5.0 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 5.0
20| 5.0 5.0 4.6 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9
80| 4.9 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.6 3.6 4.7
Vigor 50| 4.3 4.9 5.0 4.9 46 4.6 3.6 45

20| 4.1 5.0 5.0 4.9 4.4 4.6 3.7 4.5
wlkiAy3aa 6AGK RAFTFSNBY (G &adzLISNEONRLII & | NB 22000 Adil y i f & |

Disease
Resistance

Table 10bOpen House participant ratings foagerstroemia indict# 5 S briS3& B-basedirrigation
treatments in May, July, and September 2018.

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 3.8 3.5 3.9 3.8 3.9 4.1 4.3 3.4 4.0
Appearance Median 4 3 4 4 4 4 4 3 4
Min 2 2 3 1 3 3 3 2 2
Max 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Foliage Mean 4.0 3.8 4.2 4.4 4.2 4.6 4.3 3.7 4.2
Quality Median 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 4 4
Min 2 2 2 1 2 4 3 2 2
Max 2 1 0 0 5 4 5 5 5
Floral Display Mgan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 1.7 1.2 3.4 2.4 2.9
Median 0 0 0 0 1 1 4 2 3
Min 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

21



DATA2018

120.0

100.0

80.0

80

PGI

60.0
m50

m20
40.0

20.0

0.0

May June July August September October

Figure 4alagerstroemia indic# 5 S aav@rag@ montly plant growth index on ETo-basedirrigation
treatments in 2018. Bars represent £1 $kere were no significant differences between treatments.
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Table 11alLagerstroemia¥?t dzNJLJt Sverage mdntbiyquality ratings (scale e5)lon 3ETo-based
irrigation levels during 2018.

Category ETo% Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct AVG
Overall 80| 3.6 3.9 4.1 4.9 4.9 4.1 3.3 4.1
Appearance 50| 3.9 3.9 4.0 4.8 4.9 4.1 34 4.1
20| 34 4.0 4.0 4.8 4.8 4.3 3.4 4.1

80| 4.7 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.6 4.3 4.8

Foliage 50| 4.9 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.9 4.3 4.0 4.7
20| 5.0 4.9 50 5.0 5.0 4.8 4.4 4.9

80 3.0 4.3 4.7 2.6 1.2 3.2

Flower 50 3.9 4.4 2.7 1.3 3.1
20 4.3 4.0 2.9 1.5 3.2

Pest 80| 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.6 5.0 4.9
Resistance 50| 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.7 5.0 5.0
20| 5.0 4.9 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Disease 80| 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Resistance 50| 5.0 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 5.0

80| 4.0 4.9 5.0 4.7 4.3 4.3 3.3 4.3

Vigor 50| 4.4 4.6 4.9 4.7 4.1 3.9 3.4 4.3
20| 3.8 4.9 4.8 4.6 3.6 4.0 3.1 4.1

Table 11bOpen Huse participant ratings fdragerstroemiaWt dzNJLJ 6n 3& b-hiedrfigation
treatments in May, July, and September 2018.

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 4.2 3.8 3.9 3.7 4.2 4.0 3.4 3.4 3.4
Appearance Median 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 3
Min 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
Max 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Foliage Mean 4.5 4.2 4.1 4.3 4.4 4.4 3.7 3.7 3.9
Quality Median 5 4 4 4 5 5 4 4 4
Min 2 3 3 3 2 3 1 2 2
Max 4 0 1 5 5 5 5 5 5
Floral Display Mgan 0.1 0.0 0.0 3.2 4.0 3.4 1.6 2.3 15
Median 0 0 0 3 4 4 1 2 1
Min 0 0 0 1 1 1 0 0 0
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Figure 5alagerstroemia\PurpleMagicaverage monthly plant growth index orE3o-basedirrigation
treatments in 2018. Bars represent +1 SE.
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Table 2a.Lomandra luviatilis'ABU7'average monthly quality ratings (scale eb)lon 3ETo-based
irrigation levels during 2018.

Category ETo% Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct AVG

overall 80| 3.1 44 3.7 3.8 44 45 3.9 3.9

vera 50| 33 43 34 38 40 44 41 3.9
Appearance

20| 29 4.5 3.3 34 40 3.9 3.9 3.7

80| 3.0 41 3.6 35 45 4.0 3.6 3.8

Foliage 50| 34 3.8 3.6 3.5 3.9 4.0 3.9 3.7

20| 30 40 3.6 3.3 3.8 3.5 3.6 35

80| 2.1 46 40 3.8 41 3.1 2.6 35

Flower 50/ 23 40 44 3.6 3.4 3.1 2.4 3.3

20| 1.9 48 43 43 3.9 3.4 2.8 3.6

best 80| 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

&s 50 50 50 50 50 5.0 50 5.0 5.0
Resistance

20| 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

o 80| 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

Isease 50| 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Resistance

20| 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0

80| 43 45 41 43 45 45 43 43

Vigor 50/ 39 43 43 45 43 48 44 43

20| 40 44 41 43 44 44 39 42

Table 12bOpen House participant ratings foomandra fluviatilis$ABU7'on 3ETo-basedirrigation
treatments in May, July, ancetember 2018.

May July September
ET% 80 50 20 80 50 20 80 50 20
Max 3.1 4.4 3.7 3.8 4.4 45 3.9 3.9 3.1
Overall Mean 3.3 4.3 3.4 3.8 4.0 4.4 4.1 3.9 3.3
Appearance Median 2.9 45 3.3 3.4 4.0 3.9 3.9 3.7 2.9
Min 3.0 4.1 3.6 3.5 45 4.0 3.6 3.8 3.0
Max 3.4 3.8 3.6 3.5 3.9 4.0 3.9 3.7 3.4
Foliage Mean 3.0 4.0 3.6 3.3 3.8 3.5 3.6 3.5 3.0
Quality Median 2.1 4.6 4.0 3.8 4.1 3.1 2.6 35 2.1
Min 2.3 4.0 4.4 3.6 3.4 3.1 2.4 3.3 2.3
Max 1.9 4.8 4.3 4.3 3.9 3.4 2.8 3.6 1.9
Floral Display Mgan 3.1 4.4 3.7 3.8 4.4 45 3.9 3.9 3.1
Median 3.3 4.3 3.4 3.8 4.0 4.4 4.1 3.9 3.3
Min 2.9 45 3.3 3.4 4.0 3.9 3.9 3.7 2.9
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Figure 6aLomandra quviatiIiSABU?'average monthly plant growth index orE3o-basedirrigation
treatments in 2018. Bars repsent +1 SH here were no significant differences between treatments.
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Figure 6bLomandra quviatiIiSABU?'average monthlyelative plant growth index on ETo-based
irrigation treatments in 2018. Bars represent 1 Biere were no significant diffences between
treatments.
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Table 13aNandina domestic&# { dzy & S i averaip ro@thlyNjRafdy ratings (scale ef)lon 3
ETo-basedirrigation levels during 2018.

Category ETo%| Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct AVG
overall 80| 3.3 2.6 2.3 2.3 2.1 2.5 2.4 2.5
Appearance 50| 2.6 2.6 2.6 2.0 2.0 2.3 3.1 2.5
20| 3.1 3.1 2.5 1.8 1.6 1.9 2.0 2.3
80| 3.3 3.0 2.3 2.3 2.1 2.5 2.5 2.6
Foliage 50| 2.9 2.8 2.8 2.0 2.0 2.1 2.9 2.5
20| 3.4 3.1 2.6 1.8 1.6 1.9 2.1 2.4
80
Flower 50
20
80| 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Re;‘;ts;nce 50, 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 5.0
20| 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0
Disease 80| 5.0 3.8 4.3 5.0 4.1 3.5 4.4 4.3
Resistance 50| 5.0 3.1 4.1 5.0 35 3.5 4.1 4.1
20| 5.0 3.8 4.1 5.0 4.0 2.50 3.5 4.0
80| 3.0 2.6 2.5 2.4 2.3 2.9 2.5 2.6
Vigor 50| 2.6 2.9 3.1 2.1 2.1 2.3 3.3 2.6

20| 3.1 3.1 2.9 2.0 1.8 2.1 2.4 2.5
wkiAy3aa 6A0GK RAFFSNBYG adzZLISNEONRLIGA | NB 2200HByLOF AdOil y G f & |

Table 13bOpen House participant ratings fhlandina domestic&# { dzy' 8 S onBET-bakEd NR Q
irrigation treatments in May, July, and Septemb@d.3.

May July September
EL% 80 50 20 80 50 20 80 50 20
Max 5 5 5 4 4 3 5 5 4
Overall Mean 25 3.4 2.8 2.5 2.9 2.0 3.5 3.2 2.6
Appearance Median 3 4 3 3 3 2 3 3 3
Min 1 1 1 1 1 1 2 2 1
Max 5 5 5 4 5 3 5 5 5
Foliage Mean 2.6 3.7 3.2 2.7 2.9 2.1 3.8 3.3 2.7
Quality Median 3 4 3 3 3 2 4 3 3
Min 1 2 2 1 1 1 1 2 1
Max 0 0 1 1 3 0 5 1 1
Floral Display Mgan 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.1 0.0 0.0
Median 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Min 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

27



DATA2018

25.0
20.0
15.0 +—

_ 80

G}

o m50
10.0 +— m20
50 +—

0.0
June August September October

Figure 7aNandina domestlcaJ{ dzy a S UNR@&M rBo@thly plant growth index orE3o-based

irrigation treatments in 2018. Bars represent 1 Biere were no significant differences between
treatments.
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Figure 7bNandina domesticaJ{ dzy a S i aveam rBo@thiyeRie plant growth index on 3ETo-
basedirrigation treatments in 2018. Bars represent +1 Biere were no significant differense
between treatments.
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Table 14aRosa¥ Y h w 0 kviérage @onthly quality ratings (scale @5Ylon 3ETo-basedirrigation

levels during 2018.

Categoy ETo% Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct AVG
Overall 80| 4.0 4.0 3.3 3.1 3.1 3.3 2.6 3.3
Appearance 50| 3.8 3.9 3.2 3.1 3.4 3.3 2.8 3.3
20| 4.0 4.1 3.3 3.2 3.4 3.1 2.7 3.4

80| 4.0 3.4 3.4 3.1 3.3 2.9 2.3 3.2

Foliage 50| 4.0 3.4 3.3 3.4 34 3.0 2.5 3.3
20| 4.1 3.4 3.4 3.0 3.0 2.9 2.6 3.2

80 3.6 15 1.1 1.6 1.9 15 1.9

Flower 50 3.3 1.8 1.1 1.4 1.8 1.7 1.8
20 3.4 2.3 1.3 1.9 15 1.9 2.0

Pest 80| 4.0 4.0 4.1 3.7 3.9 3.0 2.1 3.6
Resistance 50| 4.1 4.1 4.0 3.9 3.4 3.5 2.4 3.6
20| 4.1 4.6 3.9 3.7 3.4 3.1 2.4 3.6

Disease 80| 5.0 3.4 3.6 3.3 3.9 4.3 5.0 4.1
Resistance 50| 4.6 3.6 3.8 3.4 4.0 4.3 5.0 4.1
20| 5.0 3.6 3.6 3.4 4.1 4.4 4.6 4.1

80| 4.9 4.6 3.7 3.9 4.1 3.9 3.4 4.1

Vigor 50| 4.4 4.4 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.5 4.0 4.2
20| 4.7 4.4 4.0 4.0 4.0 4.3 3.6 4.1

Table 14bOpen House participant ratings fRiosa¥’ Y h w 6 bni3ET-asedirrigation treatments in

May, July, and September 2018.

May July September
ET% 80 50 20 80 50 20 80 50 20
Max 5 5 5 4 4 5 5 4 5
Overall Mean 4.3 4.3 4.1 3.3 3.5 3.5 3.1 3.1 34
Appearance Median 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 3
Min 3 3 2 2 2 2 1 1 1
Max 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Foliage Mean 4.5 4.7 4.4 3.9 4.1 4.2 3.2 3.4 35
Quality Median 5 5 4 4 4 4 3 3 4
Min 2 3 3 2 2 2 1 1 2
Max 5 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 5
Floral Display Mgan 3.4 31 2.9 1.8 2.3 2.0 1.9 1.3 2.4
Median 3 3 3 2 2 2 2 1 2
Min 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
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Figure 8aRosa¥? Y h w 6 laviégrag¥ @onthly plant growth index orE3ob-basedirrigation treatments in
2018. Bars represent +1 SHere were no significant differencestiveen treatments.
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Figure 8bRosa¥ Y h w 0 kviérag¥ @onthlyelative plant growth index on ETo-basedirrigation
treatments in 2018. Bars represent +1 $kere were no significant differences between treatments
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Table 15aRosa¥ a S A | @&/@rdgs/ninthly quality ratings (scale of3) on 3ET-basedirrigation
levels during 2018.

Category ETo% Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct AVG

overall 80| 4.0 4.4 4.0 3.9 3.6 3.4 2.4 3.7

vera 50| 3.8 3.9 3.9 42 3.4 3.5 2.9 3.6
Appearance

20| 3.8 3.8 3.4 3.9 3.1 3.4 2.9 35

80| 33 3.0 3.4 3.4 3.6 3.0 2.3 3.1

Foliage 50| 3.5 3.3 3.3 3.6 3.6 3.1 2.5 3.3

20| 3.4 3.3 3.1 3.3 3.0 3.4 2.6 3.2

80 4.1 3.3 2.0° 1.6 2.0 1.0 2.3

Flower 50 3.7 36 26° 14 2.4 1.1 25

20 41 35 3.7 1.3 2.7 1.6 2.8

oot 80| 33 45 4.0 4.4 3.9 3.4 25 3.7

es 50| 3.5 43 41 41 35 3.1 2.8 3.6
Resistance

20| 35 43 43 41 3.3 3.6 3.0 3.7

o 80| 5.0 35 35 35 4.0 43 43 4.0

ISease 50| 4.9 3.3 3.4 3.8 41 4.6 4.6 4.1
Resistance

20| 5.0 3.1 35 3.6 35 4.4 4.5 3.9

80| 4.8 5.0 48 5.0 3.6 41 3.4 4.4

Vigor 50| 45 47 4.9 45 4.4 43 3.6 4.4

20| 4.9 5.0 4.6 4.4 4.4 45 3.4 4.4

wkiAy3aa 6A0GK RAFFSNBY(G adzZLISNEONRLIGA | NB 2200HByLOF AOil y G f & |

Table 15bOpen House participant ratings fRosa¥ & A | 20h BEkebasedirrigation treatments in
May, July, and September 2018.

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 3.6 3.8 3.8 4.3 3.7 4.4 35 3.2 3.7
Appearance Median 4 4 4 4 4 4 3 3 4
Min 2 2 2 3 3 3 1 1 2
Max 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5
Foliage Mean 4.0 4.0 4.1 4.4 4.1 4.4 3.5 3.5 3.8
Quality Median 4 4 4 5 4 5 4 3 4
Min 2 2 3 3 2 3 1 2 2
Max 5 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5
Floral Display Mgan 1.6 1.9 2.6 4.0 2.9 4.3 2.8 1.3 2.6
Median 1 2 2 4 3 5 3 1 3
Min 1 0 0 2 1 2 0 0 1
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Figure 9aRosaW a S A | &/drdge/mibnthly plant growth index orE3o-basedirrigation treatments in
2018. Bars represent +1 SHere were no significant differences between treatments.
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Figure 9aRosaW a S A | &/drdgghonthly relative plant growth index on ETo-basedirrigation
treatments in 2018. Bars represent +1 $kere were no significant differences between treatments
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Table Ba.Rosa¥a S A & Swyerage imbnthly quality ratings (scale e5)lon 3ETo-basedirrigation
levels during 2018.

Category ETo%| Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct AVG
80 3.9 4.9 4.3 3.6 3.5 3.9 3.2 3.9

Overall
50 3.9 4.6 4.1 3.5 3.1 3.5 34 3.7

Appearance
20 4.0 4.8 3.6 3.6 3.0 3.3 3.0 3.6
80 4.7 4.9 4.7 4.1 3.6 3.9 3.1 4.1
Foliage 50 48 5.0 4.6 4.1 34 3.8 3.4 4.1
20 4.9 5.0 4.3 4.2 3.6 3.7 3.0 4.1
80 4.7 3.0 1.7 1.4 2.6% 1.1 2.4
Flower 50 1.0 4.1 2.8 1.6 1.6 2.070 1.4 2.1
20 4.6 3.2 1.7 1.0 1.4 1.6 2.2
Pest 80 4.9 4.9 4.9 4.6 3.7 4.1 3.1 4.3
Resistance 50 4.8 5.0 4.6 4.4 3.5 4.0 34 4.2
20 49 5.0 4.4 4.7 3.7 3.7 3.0 4.2
Di 80 4.9 5.0 4.7 4.4 4.0 4.6 5.0 4.7
Isease 50| 5.0 5.0 4.8 4.0 4.4 4.8 5.0 4.7
Resistance

20 5.0 5.0 4.9 4.1 4.4 4.7 4.9 4.7
80 4.9 5.0 4.7 4.4 4.7 5.0 4.6 4.8
Vigor 50 4.4 49 4.6 4.8 49 4.8 43 4.6
20 4.9 4.9 4.4 4.6 4.7 4.4 4.4 4.6

wlkiAy3aa 6AGK RAFTFSNBY (G &adzLISNEONRLII & | NB 2200ByLF AOil y it & |

Table Bb. Open House participant ratings fRosa¥a S A & 1y IEDB-hdsadirrigation treatments in
May, July, and September 2018.

May July Sepember

ET% 80 50 20 80 50 20 80 50 20

Max 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5

Overall Mean 4.0 4.3 4.1 3.1 3.4 3.6 3.1 35 3.4
Appearance Median 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 4
Min 2 3 2 1 2 2 1 1 2

Max 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

Foliage Mean 4.3 4.5 4.3 4.0 4.2 4.4 3.6 3.8 3.7
Quiality Median 4 5 5 4 4 5 3 4 4
Min 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Max 5 5 5 4 4 5 5 5 5

. Mean 3.2 3.0 2.6 1.9 1.5 2.5 2.1 2.4 1.9

Floral Display ,

Median 3 3 2 2 1 2 2 2 2

Min 1 1 1 1 0 1 0 0 0
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FigurelOa.RosaWa S A & Sweiage mbnthly plant growth inden 3ET-basedirrigation treatments

in 2018. Bars represent £1 Sibere were no significant differences between treatments.
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Table Ya. RosaRadcoiaverage monthly quality ratings (scale eb)lon 3ETo-basedirrigation levels

during 2018.

Category ETo%| Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct AVG
overal 80| 4.0 4.6 3.6 4.6 4.4 43 35 41
vera 50| 41 46 34 45 45 37 40 4.1

Appeararme

20| 4.0 45 3.6 4.6 5.0 4.4 43 43

80| 3.9 35 3.6 3.8 41 45 3.6 3.9

Foliage 50| 4.0 3.3 3.9 3.7 43 4.3 3.4 3.8

20| 4.0 3.5 3.6 3.8 41 4.6 3.5 3.9

80| 1.0 3.9 13 3.8 3.3 35 18 2.6

Flower 50| 1.0 3.9 1.3 3.7 3.6 2.1 2.7 2.6

20| 1.0 4.1 1.9 3.9 3.6 3.3 3.0 3.0

Dot 80| 3.9 4.0 41 43 43 45 3.6 41

&s 50| 4.0 41 43 41 4.4 4.6 3.4 41
Resistance

20| 4.0 43 41 41 43 45 35 41

o 80| 5.0 3.8 3.8 3.8 46 48 5.0 4.4

ISease 50| 5.0 3.7 3.9 3.7 4.4 47 4.9 43
Resistance

20| 5.0 3.8 3.6 3.9 45 4.9 4.9 4.4

80| 4.9 4.9 4.9 5.0 46 5.0 45 48

Vigor 50| 5.0 4.6 5.0 5.0 4.9 4.9 41 4.8

20| 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 5.0 4.8 5.0

Table 17bOpen House participant ratings fBbsa¥ w | Rdd 3 Fkbasedirrigation treatments in

May, July, and September 2018.

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 4.6 4.1 4.3 3.6 4.4 4.3 3.7 3.8 35
Appearance Median 5 4 4 4 4 4 4 4 4
Min 3 3 3 2 3 3 2 2 2

Max 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

Foliage Mean 4.4 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.6 4.6 3.9 4.2 3.9
Quality Median 5 4 4 4 5 5 4 4 4
Min 3 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2

Max 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

. Mean 4.1 2.9 35 3.0 4.0 4.0 2.8 25 2.1

Floral Display ,

Median 4 3 4 3 4 4 3 2 2

Min 3 1 2 1 1 2 1 1 0
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Figure 11aRosa¥W w | Ra@@rqgé]nonthly plant growth index orE3o-basedirrigation treatments in
2018. Bars represent £1 SHere were no significant differences between treatments.
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Figure 11aRosa¥ w | Ravé?@géhonthly relative plant growth index on ETo-basedirrigation
treatments in 2018. Bars represent +1 $kere were no significant differences between treatments.
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Table Ba. Tulbaghia ! a Kavefagd ribnthly quality ratings (scale e5)lon 3ETo-base irrigation

levels during 2018.

Category ETo%| Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct AVG
80| 45 45 44 39 36 29 26 3.8
Overall 50| 39 44 44 34 36 26 27 3.6

Appearance

20| 45 48 43 42 28 30 25 3.7
80| 40 45 41 37 33 34 29 37
Foliage 50/ 39 39 37 34 37 36 34 3.7
20| 43 45 38 40 31 34 30 3.7
80| 26 43 37 43 45 44 35 3.9
Flower 50 22 46 41 39 40 43 36 3.8
20| 30 48 44 45 38 43 33 4.0
oot 80| 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 5.0
Resicance 50| 50 50 50 50 50 49 50 5.0
20l 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 5.0
_ 80| 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 5.0
RZ'SSi:taasnie 50, 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 50
20l 50 50 50 50 50 50 50 5.0
80| 39 43 40 34 37 37 33 3.8
Vigor 50| 37 41 41 36 34 36 29 3.6
20| 39 44 43 38 28 36 26 3.6

Table Bb. Open House participant ratings fdulbaghia ! & KdénBET-b@sedirrigation treatments

in May, July, an&eptember 2018.

May July September

Et% 80 50 20 80 50 20 80 50 20

Max 5 5 5 5 5 5 4 5 4

Overall Mean 4.0 4.1 3.8 3.4 3.8 3.6 2.8 3.2 3.0
Appeaance Median 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 3 3
Min 3 3 2 2 2 2 1 1 2

Max 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5

Foliage Mean 3.9 4.0 3.7 3.2 3.6 3.5 3.2 3.6 3.5
Quality Median 4 4 4 3 4 4 3 4 4
Min 3 3 2 2 2 2 1 2 2

Max 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5

. Mean 3.9 3.8 3.7 3.9 4.2 4.1 2.4 2.8 2.5

Floral Display ,

Median 4 4 4 4 4 4 2 3 3

Min 1 1 1 2 2 2 0 0 1
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Figure 12aTulbaghia¥! & Kavefagd rbnthly plant growth index orE3o-basedirrigation
treatments in 2018. Bars peesent £1 SH here were no significant differences between treatments.
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Figure 12aTulbaghia’! & Kavefage rﬁbnthlyelative plant growth index on ETo-basedirrigation
treatments in 2018. Bars represent 1 $kere were no significant differencbstween treatments.
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