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Effects of Irrigation Amount and Frequency on Water Consumption and
Yield of Mulched Onion on Land Graded with Laser Guidance

WEI Ye-chou, LI Juan, HAN Jian-feng, ZHANG Fuping, WANG Ya-ting, FU Chong-mei

(Jiuquan Agricultural Sciences Research Academy . Jiuquan, Gansu 735000, China)

Abstract: Split plot design experiments were conducted to study the effects of irrigation amount and timing on
onion water consumption and yield on lands graded with laser guidance. The results showed that the yield de-
creased with increasing water, the yield of the optimal irrigation amount(420 mm) varied between 12. 6 and
13. 1 ten thousand kg/hm?*, 4. 1% ~4. 8% higher than the treatments with irrigation amount of 840 mm.
This indicated a water-saving rate of 50%. The onion yield with 7 times irrigations was higher than that with
14 times. With the irrigation quota decreased, the onion water consumption was also reduced, while the cor-
responding yield increased and the efficiency of water was improved. The onion water requirements showed a
parabola trend, i.e., low in the early and final growth stages and high in the middle growth stage, which
was consistent with soil moisture variations.
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