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Fig. 1 Different rainfall collection techmology soil water content changes in 5 m
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Effect of Different Rainfall Cdllection Technology to Soil Water Content and Apples Yield
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Abstract: Taking 15 years old fun-shaped apple (Malus pumila Mill. Red Fuji’ ) as test materials, 7 measured the yield
of 7 different treatments and the soil water content under different growth stages. The results showed that there was no
significant difference between different soil water content before maturation. Enter the rainy season micro-rainwater
harvesting technology could be effectively stored rainfall during the rainy season, soil moisture content in 60 ~ 200 cm
about 5% higher than the control; yield per plant between treatments were significantly different, in which micro-
rainwater harvesting technologies increased the yield in the range of 1.86% ~22.39%, slightly effective rainwater
harvesting technology could store a limited rainfall, and increase yield production.
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