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Figure 1. Effect of trap crops on broomrape shoot iy weight (% Decrease of control).
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Figure 2. Effect trap crops.on broomrape tubercledry weight (% Decrease of control).
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Abstract

A pot experiment was conducted to evaluate theceffiésome trap crop on Egyptian broomrajaenage reduction in
tomato. A randomized complete block design withr fi@plications was carried out in Agronomy Facultyiversity of

Tehran, Karaj, during 2008 & 2009. In the first geseven trap crops including Egyptian clover, sesamungbean
common Flax, garlic, cotton, and black-eyed peaeveeitivated in pots and harvested at the end ef#dason. In the
next year tomato transplants were cultivated inghme pots and after two_months, pots were evaluaghoot and
root weight of tomato, weight and number of tomfatat, stem and tuber dry weight of broom rape, bemof stems
and tubers of broomrape were measured. Resultseshtivat sesame, common flax and Black-eyed peahearhost

significant decrease in broomrape dry weight sépbr®8.6, 75.2;/and 74.4 percent and number obrorape stems
respectively 100, 83.5 and 50.9 compared to with@yt crop treatment and subsequently caused siogean tomato

yield. These plants have the great potential toimrape damage reduction and can be used in rofatiofested soils

with broomrape seeds.

Keywords: broomrape, trap crop, tomato, sesame, commonBlack-eyed pea.



