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Table 2. Total and frequency irrigation of forage maize in the examined treatments.
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Fig. 1. Stem diameter of forage maize affected by water shortage stress (a), and nitrogen levels (b) under tillage systems.
N0, N50 and N100 are 0, 50 and 100 percent of nitrogen demand, respectively and W30, W60 and W90 are water stress
in 30, 60 and 90 percent of water requirement. The numbers with the same letters are not statistically significant.
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Fig. 2. Leaf aria index of forage maize affected by nitrogen levels,and water shortage stress under
tillage systems. NO, N50 and N100 are 0, 50 and 100 percent of nitrogen demand, respectively and
W30, W60 and W90 are water stress in 30, 60 and 90 percent of water requirement. The numbers

with the same letters are not statistically significant.
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Fig. 3. Stem (a) and laf (b) dry weight of forage maize affected by nitrogen levels,and water shortage stress under tillage
systems. NO, N50 and N100 are 0, 50 and 100 percent of nitrogen demand, respectively and W30, W60 and W90 are
water stress in 30, 60 and 90 percent of water requirement. The numbers with the same letters are not statistically

significant.
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Table 3. Analysis of variance for stem diameter, leaf area index, leaf dry weight, stem dry weight, total fresh weight,
total dry weight, nitrogen use efficiency,and water productivity of forage maize affected by tillage type, water shortage

stress,and nitrogen fertilizer
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Table 3. Continued aololY Jous
U Span 21,8 )
Olpds glin gofy] S SES 0jy e SAS o) 03955 <l $r90 04
df Stear.n dry Tota.l dry Nitrogen use Watt.ar.
S.0.V weight weight efficiency productivityt
Year (Y) Ju 1 121443.14 ™ 116090.37 " 8.09 " 0.83
Ey Jho s> 4 57056.48 60160.57 704.82 6.64
Tillage (T) Siesl 1 563719.44" 961069.89" 5275.21™ 13.41"
T xY JlX g5y 1 476.11 ™ 1122.30 ™ 102.39 ™ 0.02 "
Ea shol > 4 5832.60 9911.21 310.74 1.85
Water stress (W) S i 2 3846945.75™  6487918.77" 115254.74™ 202.27*
W xY JeX ( Sds gis 2 8615.90 ™ 8958.67 ™ 26.20 ™ 0.76 ™
TxW GE9SBX Sis s 2 10509.24 s 28612.63 ™ 137.54 7.37"
TxWxY  Sis pi5X 65056 X Jlw 2 1392.94 s 2627.58 ™ 98.92 0.57 "
Eb sheks 16 14684.48 16105.44 204.31 1.03
Nitrofen (N) 039y 0gS 2 839311.97™ 1347096.36™ 793369.29™ 173.18™
N xY JloX gy 995 2 712.63 " 455.87™ 542" 0.16™
NxT 9 SBX 5y 095 2 6744.38 ™ 11627.30 ™ 4111.22™ 9.66™
NXTXY (595060 995X (55)55BX Jlw 2 2237.51™ 1571.84 ™ 28.34 " 0.08
Nx W (S i X 5 yd 095 4 90404.41*" 137385.29™ 32785.39"" 1217
NxWxY
Jls X Sl T X 3.y 085 4 3389.37" 4573.12" 13.50™ 0.06"
N X T x W Aok sk Aok ok
S T X (535515 X ¢33 i 395 4 48796.63 119857.42 549.30 8.89
NxTxWxY
Jl X St 5 X 535956 X (359 i 355 4 2759.16™ 3515.76 "™ 28.13 0.21"
Ec A=Al 48 12261.30 14573.64 20.24 1.84
C.V. (%) Ol kS cy g - 12.10 9.88 13.22 10.87

Wit [0 ) g )00 Jlaiml mhav j0 il lg (ghle pxe g (sl siae pas Kilo o 4 FF 4 F S
ns * and ** are indicating non-significance and significance of mean square at the probability level of 5% and 1%, respectively.
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Fig. 4. Total fresh (A) and dry weight (B) of forage maize affected by nitrogen levels,and water shortage stress under
tillage systems. N0, N50 and N100 are 0, 50 and 100 percent of nitrogen demand, respectively and W30, W60 and W90
are water stress in 30, 60 and 90 percent of water requirement. The numbers with the same letters are not statistically

significant.
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Fig. 5. Water productivity of forage maize affected by nitrogen levels,and water shortage stress under
tillage systems. NO, N50 and N100 are 0, 50 and 100 percent of nitrogen demand, respectively and W30,
W60 and W90 are water stress in 30, 60 and 90 percent of water requirement. The numbers with the

same letters are not statistically significant.
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Fig. 6. Nitrogen use efficiency of forage maize affected by nitrogen levels,and water shortage stress under
tillage systems. N0, NS0 and N100 are 0, 50 and 100 percent of nitrogen demand, respectively and W30,
W60 and W90 are water stress in 30, 60 and 90 percent of water requirement. The numbers with the

same letters are not statistically significant.
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