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Table S1 For each species in the greenhouse common garden, the family, treatment, number of plant individuals for which water status was assessed (Leaves = the number of green leaves present on the plant out of ten counted beginning at the apical meristem and moving downwards; LRWC = leaf relative water content), the mean of the trait, t-value, degrees of freedom (df), and p-value (P). Note: plant water status was not assessed for P. tanacetifolia because for plants in both the high and low-water treatments, leaves senesced as plants began to flower, preventing assessment of water status. 

	Plant species
	Family
	Treatment
	N
	Trait
	Mean
	t
	df
	P

	Clarkia unguiculata
	Onagraceae
	High-water
	7
	Leaves
	8.57
	3.42
	10.79
	0.003

	 
	 
	Low-water
	6
	 
	1.5
	 
	 
	 

	Linaria purpurea
	Plantaginaceae
	High-water
	7
	LRWC
	0.54
	1.91
	8.62
	0.045

	 
	 
	Low-water
	4
	 
	0.28
	 
	 
	 

	Madia elegans
	Asteraceae
	High-water
	11
	LRWC
	0.48
	2.26
	16.52
	0.019

	 
	 
	Low-water
	10
	 
	0.3
	 
	 
	 





Table S2 Pairwise contrasts among species (Clarkia unguiculata, Linaria purpurea, Madia elegans, and Phacelia tanacetifolia) in the volume of nectar present in flowers under two different treatments (High water or Low water). The species compared (Contrast), ratio of the species on the left to the species on the right in the ‘Contrast’ column, standard (SE), Wald test statistic for each contrast (z ratio), and the corresponding P-value. P-values were adjusted using the Tukey method and those that remained significant (P < 0.05) are shown in bold.

	Treatment
	Contrast
	Ratio
	SE
	z ratio
	P

	High water
	L. purpurea / C. unguiculata
	0.48
	0.144
	-2.45
	0.0675

	 
	M. elegans / C. unguiculata
	0.0023
	0.0015
	-9.27
	<0.0001

	 
	M. elegans / L. purpurea
	0.0049
	0.0032
	-8.05
	<0.0001

	 
	P. tanacetifolia / C. unguiculata
	0.053
	0.030
	-5.26
	<0.0001

	 
	P. tanacetifolia / L. purpurea
	0.11
	0.063
	-3.85
	0.0007

	 
	P. tanacetifolia / M. elegans
	22.55
	18.3
	3.84
	0.0007

	Low water
	L. purpurea / C. unguiculata
	1.31
	0.53
	0.68
	0.906

	 
	M. elegans / C. unguiculata
	0.014
	0.0082
	-7.16
	<0.0001

	 
	M. elegans / L. purpurea
	0.011
	0.0060
	-7.95
	<0.0001

	 
	P. tanacetifolia / C. unguiculata
	0.028
	0.020
	-4.99
	<0.0001

	 
	P. tanacetifolia / L. purpurea
	0.021
	0.015
	-5.57
	<0.0001

	 
	P. tanacetifolia / M. elegans
	2.04
	1.69
	0.86
	0.8241





Table S3 
Pairwise contrasts among species (Clarkia unguiculata, Linaria purpurea, Madia elegans, and Phacelia tanacetifolia) in the amount of sucrose in nectar under two different treatments (High water or Low water). The species compared (Contrast), ratio of the species on the left to the species on the right in the ‘Contrast’ column, standard (SE), Wald test statistic for each contrast (z ratio), and the corresponding P-value. P-values were adjusted using the Tukey method and those that remained significant (P < 0.05) are shown in bold.

	Treatment
	Contrast
	Ratio
	SE
	z ratio
	P

	High water
	L. purpurea / C. unguiculata
	0.45994
	0.117
	-3.05
	0.0122

	 
	M. elegans / C. unguiculata
	0.00717
	0.0034
	-10.45
	<0.0001

	 
	M. elegans / L. purpurea
	0.01559
	0.0076
	-8.58
	<0.0001

	 
	P. tanacetifolia / C. unguiculata
	0.04366
	0.023
	-5.98
	<0.0001

	 
	P. tanacetifolia / L. purpurea
	0.09492
	0.051
	-4.40
	<0.0001

	 
	P. tanacetifolia / M. elegans
	6.08751
	4.06
	2.71
	0.0343

	Low water
	L. purpurea / C. unguiculata
	1.00856
	0.33
	0.03
	1

	 
	M. elegans / C. unguiculata
	0.00179
	0.0016
	-6.94
	<0.0001

	 
	M. elegans / L. purpurea
	0.00178
	0.0016
	-7.02
	<0.0001

	 
	P. tanacetifolia / C. unguiculata
	0.0114
	0.009
	-5.56
	<0.0001

	 
	P. tanacetifolia / L. purpurea
	0.01131
	0.009
	-5.65
	<0.0001

	 
	P. tanacetifolia / M. elegans
	6.37178
	7.42
	1.59
	0.3846





Table S4 For four species (Clarkia unguiculata, Linaria purpurea, Madia elegans, and Phacelia tanacetifolia), the estimated marginal means (EMM) pertaining to the percent protein found in pollen and expressed as back-transformed ratios on the response scale, standard error (SE), and 95% confidence interval (CI).

	Species
	EMM
	SE
	CI

	C. unguiculata
	10.55
	1.21
	8.38 – 13.3

	L. purpurea
	9.88
	1.3
	7.59 – 12.9

	M. elegans
	16.09
	1.05
	14.12 – 18.3

	P. tanacetifolia
	17.59
	1.77
	14.38 – 21.5






Table S5 Pairwise contrasts among species (Clarkia unguiculata, Linaria purpurea, Madia elegans, and Phacelia tanacetifolia) in the percent protein in pollen. The species compared (Contrast), ratio of the species on the left to the species on the right in the ‘Contrast’ column, standard (SE), t test statistic for each contrast (t ratio), and the corresponding P-value. P-values were adjusted using the Tukey method and those that remained significant (P < 0.05) are shown in bold.

	Contrast
	Ratio
	SE
	t ratio
	P

	L. purpurea / C. unguiculata
	0.936
	0.163
	-0.378
	0.9814

	M. elegans / C. unguiculata
	1.525
	0.201
	3.206
	0.0122

	M. elegans / L. purpurea
	1.629
	0.239
	3.329
	0.0086

	P. tanacetifolia / C. unguiculata
	1.667
	0.254
	3.356
	0.008

	P. tanacetifolia / L. purpurea
	1.781
	0.294
	3.489
	0.0055

	P. tanacetifolia / M. elegans
	1.093
	0.131
	0.745
	0.8783





[image: ]
Fig. S1. Predicted values from linear mixed models assessing reward quality for four plant species that are commonly planted to support pollinators (Clarkia unguiculata, Linaria purpurea, Madia elegans, and Phacelia tanacetifolia). Panel A reflects nectar volume, and Panel B reflects nectar sucrose amounts. Colors reflect watering treatment, with green representing high-water and beige representing low-water. Points represent predicted means on the response scale and error bars represent 95 % confidence intervals.
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