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Y Monthly average irrigation applied.

XN = number of observations in the comparison.

W Numbers followed by different letters are statistically different at the 95% confidence level within a
year.

ZMonthly average number of actual irrigation events applied.

YN = number of observations in the comparison.

XNumber of irrigation events per month, calculated from the soil water balance.

W Treatments are: SMS, time-based controller plus soil moisture sensor system; RS, time-based controller

plus rain sensor; MO, time-based controller only; EDU, time-based controller plus rain sensor and educational
materials.

Data Collection & Analysis
Irrigation water use
= Cumulative
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When comparing the actual irrigation application with

Irrigation Application (in)
Monthly Effective Precipitation (in)
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Experimental Treatments

Homes are subdivided into 4 groupings In addition to volume of water use, irrigation frequency was determined from automatic meter reading (AMR)
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