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Effect of Plant Density on Critical Period of WeedControl in
Canola (Brassica hapusL.)

Maryam Radjabiah Jafar Asghafji Mohammad Reza Ehtesh&nohammad Rabiée

IM.Sc student of AgronomyFaculty of Agricultural College, Guilan Universiand®Researcher of Rice Research Institute, Rasht, Iran

Abstract

In order to study the effect of plant density oitical period of weed control in canol8r@ssica napus L.), hybrid
cultivar of hyola 401, a factorial experiment wamducted using a randomized complete blocks desitm three
replications at Rice Research Institute of Iran IRR Rasht during 2008-2009 growing season. Tdwtdrs included
plant density (80 and 57 plants?rand periods of weed management based on groaglesthe crop. These periods
included five levels of weed control until crop egence, 2, 4, 8 leaf stages and emergence of flogvdud initiation
and five levels of weed interference until the abaventioned growth stages. Two additional treatmeruding full-
season weedy and weed free checks were also pdefdre critical period of weed control was detemirwith the
use of 5 and 10% acceptable yield loss levels hy-lim@ar regression. method and fitting logistic agoimpertz
equations to relative yield data. The results shibthat the critical period of weed control in a signof 80 plants M
was between emergence to flowering bud initiatiad planting'to flowering (31.5-108.4 and 13.5-13€ays after
planting) and In a density of 57 plants’was also between emergence to flowering and plgnt flowering (25.5-
115 and 4-143 days after planting) considering A€ 5% acceptable yield loss, respectively. Theesfthie critical
period started earlier and was also longer in aitlenf 57 plants than the density of 80 plants Weeds in field due
to fall product were divided into fall and springtegories. Fall weeds in order of importance (imtof density) were
Poa trivialis, Phalaris minor, Ranunculus bulbosus and Rumex crispus. Spring weeds also wekgigeron Canadensis
and Lythrum salicaria. The results also showed that plant density, obrand interference of weeds and their

interactions had significant effects on number dndweight.of weeds. The highest weed dry weiglt aumber were
related to 57 plants fron interference treatment to 8 leaf stages.

Key words: Plant Density, Canola, Critical Period of Weech€ol, Acceptable Yield Loss, Logistic, Gompertz



