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Effect of irrigation delay after crop emergence in sugar beet
cultivation
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Ao B ehdBeeh ckid ooses (Sepdhi cdl b Gl
- (]9 (TN) X) ®) (pb) (WP) b gal (PH)
ol o %o %o (ppm) (ppm) (erfem”3) % (FO) (FP)
depth(cm) % %
0-30 0.78 0.078 325 11 1.48 13 23 41 7.6
30-60 0.70 0.07 305 2.3 1.46 17 32 31 7.7
60-90 0.47 0.047 240 7.8 1.47 12 19 30 7.6
90-120 034 0.024 250 2.8 1.64 17 19 33 7.6
120-150 0.40 0.04 215 2.4 -— —- -— - -—
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Table 2 ANOVA and comparison of means of six treatments of irrigation delaying after emergence on quality and quantity of sugar beet charactristics

Year 1997 (yyv#) 1998 (y¥vY)
) 2R Sl ot slaalil Jsasaoy e e ey ke ot slaalsl 6 18 00> 185 ,Slee
l::.:):ﬁ S:;gsar B Impurities Jw| W'x;:e 1:::)){ Sugar A Impurities le W
e SE R e s Ve i TN S Tk Whiewar Wi
% ha ;‘: % o tha % ha ;‘: % ha
11(100) 4326 1244 5.38 6.11 791 3.37 6.84 296 47.60 13.40 6.38 6.87 792 5.11 6.34 3.02
12(200) 4176 12.61 5.27 560 793 3.41 6.34 2.50 43.40 13.83 6.0 504  6.67 422 8.27 3.59
13(300) 38.50 13.82 5.32 473 7.02 3.12 8.54 329 41.20 13.70 564 618 836 5.31 8.72 3.61
14(400) 3523 14.80 5.21 395 681 4.04 8.69 2.80 32.80 14.90 489 457 723 5.18 114 3.75
15(500) 33.69 14.17 477 3.60  6.04 4.11 9.67 326 32.80 14.90 489 456 795 441 114 3.75
16(600) 32.62 15.60 5.08 325 708 5.08 10.6 345 24.80 14.40 3.57 537 827 4.67 11.1 2.75
LSD 5% 10.20 2.99 2.85 210 125 2.88 1.90 1.94 10.87 131 1.24 116 0.55 1.78 0.89 0.97
sov Df ANOVA
Replicatio 3 147.7 6.40 1024  7.08 516 5.87 120 0.9 167.6 2.8 082 052 031 2.01 0.6 0.19
n
Treatment 5 857.7* 9.7% 1176 102 226 6.84 3.2% 1.2 176.2% 2.1% 201 3417 048 0.5 0.75" 0.76"
*

Eroor 15 234.9 0.93 5.95 34 124 6.56 0.89 0.63 522 0.75 0.68 059 031 1.40 0.19 0.18

*, ** Significant at 0.05 & 0.01 respectively. + Meliequvalent gr in 100 gr/sugar

S o e Yy Sl ket

20y ) 50 e )3 s gine ¥ o

*
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