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Abstract

To study the effect of green harvesting and preservation of plant residues on the soil surface, simultaneously with
subsurface drip irrigation management, germination and tillering was tested in the first ratoon Sugarcane. This experiment
was conducted at the number one research station of sugarcane cultivation and industry in Khuzestan. The experiment
was carried out in the form of a statistical design of split plots. The treatments included the harvesting method and the
depth of the driper installation. Harvesting methods in this experiment was green harvesting and burning harvesting. The
treatment was to install drippers at three depths of 15, 25 and 35 cm. The results showed that the harvesting method and
plant residues caused a significant decrease in sugarcane germination and tillering. So that plant residues caused a
decrease of 48% in germination and 33.3% in tillering of sugarcane. No significant difference was observed in the depth
of installation of dripers on sugarcane germination and tillering. interaction effect of the installation depth of the drippers
and the harvesting method did not make a significant difference on sugarcane germination and tillering.
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Table 1. Physical and chemical properties of field soil and irrigation water (Research Station No. 1, Khuzestan Sugarcane
Research and Training Institute)
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Fig. 1. A diagram of the design of the subsurface drip irrigation system, the arrangement of the laterals in the field (a) and the
general map of the experimental plan (b) in the study field (Research Station No. 1, Khuzestan Sugarcane Research and Training
Institute).
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Table2. Plant coefficient of sugarcane Kc, evaporation pan coefficient of Allen and Perot Kp and irrigation cycle in different
months of 2017-2018 (Research Station No. 1, Khuzestan Sugarcane Research and Training Institute).
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Fig. 2. The average amount of rainfall, net water requirement and irrigation for the sugarcane plant in the months of the
experiment 2017-2018
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Table 3. Statistical analysis for the growth of sugarcane buds and stalks in the first inspection 2017-2018
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Fig. 4. The growth process of claws in the months of the experiment, "a" for treatment R1 and "b" for treatment R2
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Fig. 5. Comparison of the average number of claws at different depths of sprinkler installation in R1 and R2 treatments.
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