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Effects on Potato Production and Water Absorption Efficiency of Different
Irrigation Methods: Dripping, Spray and Duct

WANG Yu-ming
(Agricultural Technology Promotion Station of Damaoqi,Bailinmiao  014500,China)

Abstract:Potato needs considerable amount of water during its growth.We did experiments on different

irrigation methods to compare per Chinese acre water absorption efficiency and economic outcome.The results

showed that production per Chinese acre of dripping irrigation is 61.7% higher than that of spray irrigation and

22.4% higher than that of duct irrigation.Unit area water absorption efficiency and economic outcome:dripping
is 7.8% and 61.7% higher than spray,5.3% and 22.6% higher than duct.
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Tab.1 Result of throw into and product for dripping.spray.duct irrigation
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Tab.2 Compare of water absorption efficiency for dripping.spray.duct irrigation
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