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different types of drought and canopy management can potentially be * Trees have been successfully established in 2015 — differential Treatment
used to adjust irrigation strategies in such a way that root system Irrigation treatments (as a percent of control) were imposed in June Figure 4. Impact of heading and pruning at planting on root length depth distribution 4 months
composition can be manipulated to achieve the greatest efficiency In 2016 after trees were planted. Headed & pruned edge trees had approximately the same standing root
water and nutrient uptake. . Edge rows have been used for a separate experiment to test the length until 1 m depth, but significantly reduced root length below 1 m
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the e_xpe_ct_ed _baselme for trees W'ﬂl water ne;eds met. 100 = trees _W'th highest I%vel of Figure 5. Root length density at the Merced water production function site in July and November
i B v O - sl - applied irnigation, 85 and 70 are 85% and 70% of the amount applied to the 100% trees. 2014, and March and November 2015 as affected by a) irrigation treatment and b) soil depth.
ot 23 4 s & 7 s | Irmgation treatments were imposed June 1, 2016. Pruned trees (dashed lines) had a Green indicates grower treatment. Irrigating at 100% or greater reduced standing root length in
S T % 5 o % s significantly less negative stem water potential until the end of June. July 2014 and March 2015 compared to the maximum density. See poster 77 for yield
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