SURVIVING THE DROUGHT:

COMPARING RESILIENCE BETWEEN NATIVE
AND INVASIVE SPECIES

- Croton-Harmon High School 1
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Question:
.77

Are invasive plants more resilient to
drought conditions than a native plants?

NATIVE: INVASIVE:
Persicaria virginiana Persicaria longiseta



Hypotheses:
T

* 1) If the RWC for both ¢ 2) If the RWC is higher for
native and invasive the invasive species, then
species is calculated, then the invasive species will
the RWC will be higher exhibit signs of drought
for the invasive species. stress later than the native

species and recover
quicker from the damage.



Study Design: Experiment 1 (RWC)

Purpose: To determine the RWC between
native and invasive plants

6 different species were used
-3 native and 3 invasiv
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Methods: Experiment 1 (RWC)
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Results: Experiment 1 (RWC)

Figure 1. Mean RWC in Native and Invasive

Plants

90
85
_ |
> 80 1
o : |
275 —
(a4
20 :Nq'riv.e
B :Invasive
65 I ]
Black  Burning Jumpseed Oriental White  Garlic
Haw Bush Ladies Wood Mustard
Thumb Aster
Species



Study Design: Experiment 2 (Drought)
T

Purpose:

To determine whether native or invasive plants,
-exhibited signs of drought stress slower
-recovered from drought stress faster [igh

Control variables:
-Sail

-Sunlight
-Location




Methods: Experiment 2 (Drought)
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Methods: Experiment 2 (Drought)

.00
Day:1 time:12:00pm

group  plant treatment Width  Height Dd # of
(cm) (cm) avg leaves

native 1 Control 25 45 1.5 18

native 2 Control

native 3 Control

native 1 Immediate

native 2 Immediate

native 3 Immediate

native 1 4-day

native 2 4-day

native 3 4-day




Results: Height

Data= not statistically Figure 2. Height
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Results: Leaf Number

Data= not statistically Figure 3.Leaf Number
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Figure 5. Width
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Discussion:
-

Data is mostly statistically insignificant

Visual observations indicate the invasive was more
resilient

0 Due to short duration of study wilt point was never
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Discussion:
-

-Some invasive plants are likely
more resilient to droughts

-Invasive plants may be better
able to withstand the predicted
future climate
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Sources of Error:

* Humidity / weather
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Future Research:

* Use other native/ invasive pairings

* Create more subgroupings to test resilience
threshold

|
* Add in other drought conditions S ’

* Increased sunlight = =
e Control air moisture
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Any Questions?
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