Irrigation Efficiency of Santa Rosa Island Cloud Forest Restoration Project
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three treatments have irrigation installed, using pressure 2

compensating emitters. At each site, each treatment has 3
irrigation lines with emitters, for a total of 9 irrigation lines per
site.

In conclusion, the irrigation system is
currently providing equal water to each of the

L transplants, but at a rate lower than

- expected. The project has responded by
increasing watering times by about 20% to

h2 compensate for the lower-than-rated emitter
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Although the emitters being used have an expected flow
rate of 1.9 L/hr, the four sites vary in elevation, slope, and
diameter and length of irrigation lines. These potential
sources of variation led us to ask:

Do emitter flow rates vary among different sites? Additionally,
do rates vary depending on how many irrigation lines are
turned on at a site?
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