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131 92,72 98,14 94,98 95,28 +7,92 109,1 124,1 
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Summary 
G.I. Latyuk, L.M. Popova. The impact area of power production and delivery of ordered 

products onion Candy F1 hybrids when grown with its cluster of seedlings. As a result of a three–year 
study of the morphological features of plants and the productivity of onion hybrid Candy F1 during 
growth of its seedlings in different areas of nutrition found that the increase in area of power plant from 
131 to 525 cm2 leads to a decrease of 39.7% of marketable yield of onion by reducing stand density. The 
highest marketable yield of onion hybrid seedlings from the Candy F1, which amounted to 95.28 t / ha 
was obtained in early August on a variant with an area of 131 cm2 . 

Key words: productivity, onion, sprouts cluster. 
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