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Maize Parameter
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Table 2- Physical and hydraulic soil properties
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Hydraulic soil properties Physical soil properties Layers
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Q) () (em) (emday?) (cmem  (cmcm Clay Silt Texture
) )
1.0012 1.522 0.0084 20 0.42 0.01 12 40 Loam 0-30
126 1523 0.0074 20 0.42 0.01 12 40 Loam 30-60
2 walypo Ny O Kgg =S glosl Sdg o colon By = S glosl Cugbs, Bres = onilosdly cugb,

residential moisture = 8, Saturated Soil moisture - 8¢ . saturated Hydrolic conductivity -Kg @5 n =

experimental Coefficient
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Table 3- Statistical assessment of crop indices

R’ RMSE, RMSE n
CWDM CWSO LAl CWDM CWSO LAl CWDM CWSO LAl CWDM CWSO LAl
0.9 0.5 0.47 28 12 71 2241 857 2 28 8 24 Fly
Calibration
0.9 0.6 0.7 41 17 32 1330 1193 1 28 8 24 (T a0
Validation
JS Sz 00l =CWDM sl plasl Szs 03le =CWSO 5y mhas (aslis =LAl ciges slaws=N

n= number of samples, LAI= Leaf Area Index, CWSO= Dry weight of reproductive organs, CWDM= Total

dry matter
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Abstract

This study was conducted to evaluate the response of hybrid varieties of maize
(single cross 260) under drip irrigation treatments in the Fars province in 2012 and 2013
a the Experimental Field of Islamic Azad University of Shiraz. Irrigation levels were
20, 40, 60 and 80% deplection of moisture contents and experiment was conducted in a
randomized complete block design. The triats measured were leaf areaindex, dry matter
yield and total biomassin 2012 and the measurements were repeated in 2013 to validate
the use of SWAP model. The results showed that simulated yield changes by the use of
model, at different levels of irrigation levels in the farm, corresponded with the yield
changes in the field. Statistical indices including correlation coefficient (greater than
0.9), t-test (greater than 0.05), the root mean square error and normalized root mean
square error (RMSEnN) equal to 1.9-6.9, indicate good performance for grain yield and
total biomass by using the SWAP model.
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