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V- Turfgrass

Y- Microorganisms

Y- Arbuscular Mycorrhizal Fungi (AMF)

¢- Plant Growth Promoting Rhizobacteria (PGPR)
- Drought stress
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V- Bunch

Y- Recovery period
Y- Verdure

¥- Visual quality
8- Chlorophyll
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Abstract

Environmental pollution has caused human to pay attention to the development of green spacesin
order to create beautiful and pleasant scenes every day. Shortage of water resources is the restricting
factor in developing lawn turfgrasess as the basic foundation in green spaces. Effects of inoculation of
two arbuscular mycorrhizal fungi (Funneliformis mosseae & Rhizophagus intraradices) and one plant
growth promoting rhizobacteria (Pseudomonas fluorescens) in two tall fescue cultivars (‘J-r’ & ‘H-d’)
on visud indices was evaluated. This study was carried out to investigate the effects of two fungi
strains and rhizobacteria on some visual characteristics including chlorophyll content and visual
quality. In this research, a significant difference was observed between the various treatments on
evaluated traits. Fungi and rhizobacteria treatments in comparison with control had the comparative
advantage in preventing harmful effects of drought stress on visual indices.
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