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Observation of Water Requirement Rate and Estimate of Water Demand

by the Field Water Management System

OFARH*, TR
SUZUKI Sho*,WAKASUGI Kousuke*

1 HREOEM
AADBETREAN QO LEEICIE O BB RBL K 812 & - TERBRIBREBOMNE
BAMNELLo2oH D, & ATKRIEICE O TIKREEI IR KT 51E0, BT
SRBEEHMOBEAC L > TKFELZEL L TW5D, ZD7D, ZEMNOBhERM LK
MLBEE IR DN, TR ZE OKFEOHENEETHY, ZHITIEFZ KRR I%E
AL, —HT, REGEGITIIKERELE LT DG KER Y 27 ARABE ST
%, BEGKEHRS AT LOWEREH O 1 DIZEAKEOBRUSCHKEDOHENIER I TE
v, G RBRHMIbR TV Y, ZOTFENERTREE v, BEKEHRY AT L%
AT HETCHEY S EOKFENMERTE, MUREKICEMRTE %,

ZIZT, BEKEEY AT LA EEAN L 2 MX OB Z2 XIS, KALT — % D5 IKIE
ABRIL, AKEAZFEHT L, TOMEAEEREE i L CEAEELRFT 5,

2 WMEDAE

AWFFRIE, RIRRIT B 5 BA TSN ORBRE S A, B & HBIRICH 2 T HE
C, DEXZRLTD (F1), FEBIIIAA T TN E0EKRSH, 1 9T Tob5KH
KBS KER S AT MakE L, FEF I oKE B ITERR £ 72138 8 CTHilsE L7,
BOKEED L E e KA T — Z X BGHKE B S AT A0 b EfG Uiz, SR O JK %1% [
GBI AR E L CEHI L7z, SESGOMBKPICITREF 2R E L, 10 rHkE T
L7z, 728, HEKDOICIEZA LT T AN AT ZE L, BHFOPEARNZTTE LT,
KOLT — & % W BOKIR OB X, HERPKRBITHh T & & ORAMK T IZHE
HL, TOKT LA EL KT, 2R

8
BV 5, BUKEOFRNT, Rl ¢ e S0 l0lmmdy 47cm
24BN 208, AT —2 AV BHAE 41 iseem =
. . N 4\;_1 ! . cmi

IXEBHENIC L RERE N EB T 5720, 2 2 10.2 mm/day |
BV 2 KDY 24 ReEIAE TIR 05608 08 S 8 S
HD, B, RFROREGIL, BEHNOKNE S ¥ % 4 4 & 3 ¥ %
TS s P 6/7 6/8
3 MHRLEEE *Wﬁgm\giﬁ@cmmi@@x;U‘%ﬁn

Y T o [ ke N i EHHWEHKEOREEZ R L, Tz
(DIBOKER O FHRAE & F2HE D ik Al b\(b\fm\%y%:giijﬁu}g;&%j—o

B A BT DBRNOEBERIN LI 6/17 K1 RBRES A ST 5BKEDERIfE L

. ST — 1 R E o ek

10 57> 5 6/18 18 5 £ TOARM AL Z R LTz Comparison of measured and calculated values
(K1), KT —HF 06, KALZED 13mm, £ in water requirement rate on test field A

* ERRF R AR AT T 2P ZE%0 P Institute for Rural Engineering, NARO
F—U— R EEKEHYRT A, BUKE, AKE

- 146 -



IR 25 31 W CIBUKTEIX 10. 1mm/day & 72 %, —J7, EHMEIX 10.2mm/day TH Y, 7=
13-0.1mm & 72070, [REROLEEAZ #BiG A, B TEF9[Fl, M C, DT 2B T2 & 2
5, ETELOmmBRETH Y, KT —F 5 BIKEZ @O FEE CEIE© & 7=,
Q)R B &2 k5 & U7 BUK IR OB & B K& O ik

M5 BICBIT 2 —EHKBMTH 2 8/6 15 8/19 128\ T, BUKIEOHEN & B HAKE
DB E T, FHeBEEBKEEZFEHL, TORKEEBGHEOEAORAKEEZR
U7, RIS TEIEO HEESNIRE L, $/14BIT 1 Z L IC#EREITDR
WHR B ST, BH LB HAKEIZEARICESW: 1 HOWEE 2RI, EHEITHE
WT 28IV I NBRDERHEBSILICEBLZEEZOND, ROTFEMIEL
FEREOFRERE TIE, 8/10 L TIEMBEOEIT/NS L, /11 IBRIIHEHEAMER TN 28 D

CICHE MBI ERMESER L (K 3), BMiES C TH 8/11 265 8/25 12/ CTRERD
Btz o7 (44, 5), Ao RER B 52 H A~ C B 55 U KR 35 <ot [ 35 oD /K A
TR e 720, FEWEEMIZN 1 B2 E S 19 A 23 H, 24 BRI A HAKEZ
AL, DFED, HEMEHTCOENERIZIEWVEE T TE LI &0 n, KALE B O H]
REEZLEFE L, EMEANAZRET Z L CAFERBOMEN/AIELEEZOND,

SEIWR : NV EZS  BBRKEY AT 5% AW ICT O 7 /VERIC L 2 ERek R OSSR, B EA T e,
86(4), 15-18(2018)

60 THRTE | 11.0
—so | 86 86 80 i, 69 75 67 2100 1
g9. B Q
= 4 6.2
= N R AL /ot $0
< - 40E ¥ : - 60E
240 - 302 8.0 + (Gk55mm) Ic 902
:%'\ 7.0 J:\Uﬂ(L\LJ:\ﬂ\ T \|I\I\'I\I\II\I|\I7%O'¥'
3.0 - -0 —dgoXo2cx2g8s9838 B
cogoc-amynonea O TrrrrrsrsssdssDde O
o s AR DI A R F A —— Al
e e (AR PRI A o o kiR (mmiday) %75
o 1 ) T BN B MR & N0k L TR Lz,
(2 [ B 351y S B KR L R4 WIS Cloi 1 B A A RO bk

Comparison of irrigation water volume per day

. Comparison of irrigation water volume per da
on test field B p & p y

on test field C
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Comparison of accumulated irrigation water volume Comparison of accumulated irrigation water volume
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