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Table 1. Selected physical & chemical charecterestics of the studied soils

ol phod _ . .
Gl b il - LG N oserws  Jleske P gaTo 0y S cdl &
. - Potasium N Total Organic  ECe ol PH  goil  Depht
Avaliable Phosphor nitrogen matter Bulk density texture (cm)

water Available
% mg.kg? mg.kg* % % das.m? gr.cm®
11 207 5.1 0.15 1.46 3.75 1.55 1.7 el 0-30

Gk (A5 02 0 4395 30 (w20 y90 Dbk 1 (5 kel 590 hlisko Z gk ;U il ylg 4525 ¥ Jgur
Table 2. Analysis of variance (mean square) of the effect of leveles differences interval irrigation on measured traits in
Salvia sahendica

Mean squares Ol o (puSileo
T (o (ol o i o
N L Sl S gk
o ol Relative water  Leaf water o995 Electrolyte  Soluble
S.0.V Olpdi lo gf  content of leaves potential Proline leakage sugars
Replacation IS 2 3.083™ 0.040™ 0.077" 1.383™ 0.001™
(olal 995k 5 gy 197 0271 0164° 21008  1726”
Treatment (Interval irrigation)
Error Ls 6 7.083 0.001 0.034 2.944 0.028
Table 2. Continued aolol.Y Jous
Mean squares Ol o (1 Kileo
o yo
4’)3 . . o &JL‘J‘ ’ .
S e adude,ls b Judg b5 Essential ol
&l Total  Chlorophyll Chlorophyll Chlorophyll a/ oil Essential
S.0.v Olydd @b g chlorophyll a b Chlorophyll b percentage oil yield
Replacation IS 2 0.078" 0.068" 0.001" 0.065 0.011" 3.042™
(‘S)lf’ﬂ '),o)' Sl 3 0.797" 0.206" 0.200" 0.157" 0.067™ 28.786™
Treatment (Interval irrigation)
Error ks 6 0.084 0.033 0.029 0.109 0.001 4.864

ol 2oy Vg0 Jlotil o )0 o sime g jlo cime mé S5 4 ¥FF NS

ns, * and **: Non-significant and significant at the 5% and 1% levels of probability respectively.
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Fig. 1. Comparison of the mean effect of different levels of irrigation intervals on (A) Water potential of leaves and (B)
RWCof leaves. Means followed by the same letters in each column are not significantly different at 5% level, according to

LSD test.
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Fig. 2. Comparison of the mean effect of different levels of irrigation intervals on proline content. Means followed by the
same letters in each column are not significantly different at 5% level, according to LSD test.
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percentage
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content
S O Jamniliy
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potential
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CA-;JQ)N‘ w A
6 Electrolyte 0.653* 0.967* -0.996* -0.939* 0.963* 1
leakage
7 JemeslS gg76 0957 0961 -0991% 0997  0999™ 1
soluble sugars
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Chlorophyll b
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Chlorophyll a

** *: Significant at the 5% and 1% levels of probability respectively
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Fig. 3. Comparison of the mean effect of different levels of irrigation intervals on electrolyte leakage content. Means
followed by the same letters in each column are not significantly different at 5% level, according to LSD test.
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Fig. 4. Comparison of the mean effect of different levels of irrigation intervals on soluble sugare content. Means followed
by the same letters in each column are not significantly different at 5% level, according to LSD test.
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Fig. 5. Comparison of the mean effect of different levels of irrigation intervals on chlorophyll content. Means
followed by the same letters in each column are not significantly different at 5% level, according to LSD test.
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essential oil yield. Means followed by the same letters in each column are not significantly different at 5% level, according

to LSD test
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