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Table 1- Analysis of variance of nitrogen rate and light intensity on some growth parameters of Lepyrodiclis

SOV df Plant dry weight Lateral No. height Seed No. Tissue N%
per plant per plant
Light intensity 3 51.13* 6.33** 553.41** 45884.25** 3135.31*
Nitrogen rate 3 94.03** 33.16** 3668.32** 30697.33** 7413.41*
Light intensity xNitrogen rate 9 4.23* 1.52** 53.14** 7077.17* 198.26**
Error 48 1.35 0.43 2.24 46.21 23.15
CV. - 21 14 5 9 10

*and ** significant at 5% and 1% probability level, respectively
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Figure 1- Dry weight per plant in lepyrodiclis affected by light intensity and nitrogen rate
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Figure 2— Lateral No. per plant in lepyrodiclis affected by light intensity and nitrogen dose
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Table 2- Estimated values of Paraboloid equation on herbicide dose and N rates
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Evaluation of Important Growth Parameters of Lepyrodiclis
(Lepyrodiclis holosteoides Fenzl.) under Different Light
Densities and Nitrogen Rates
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Abstract

In order to approve show potential of Lepyrodicli®ffyrodiclis holosteoideBenzl.) in the winter wheat fields and
evaluation of its growth parameters under different light intensities and nitrogen rates, an experiment was conducted at
Shariaty Technical University on 2010. Experiment was carried out in a completely randomized design with factorial
arrangement and four replications. Experimental factors were different nitrogen rates including 0, 30, 60 and 100% of
recommended for wheat (150kg.N*hfiom urea source) and light intensity including 25, 50, 75 and 100% of PAR.
Results indicated that increased levels of nitrogen and radiation from 25 and 30% to 100%, increase dry weight from 1
up to 8 g.plant, number of tillers. From 1 up to 5 and seed no. from 50 up.to 250 per plant. Tissue nitrogen percentage
of lepyrodiclis increased with increasing in light intensity and nitrogen rate but plant height was reduced from 40 to 10
cm due to increased length of internodes. Plant response as dry weight; tiller no., seed no., plant height, and absorbed
nitrogen to light intensity was more than nitrogen rates. According to our findings of this study, in a dense population of
wheat where light density is low, and nitrogen level is high, the dry weight of lepirodiclis increases and will produce a
high number of seeds, thus contaminating the ground for the next season.

Key words: weed, light intensity, fertilizing, competition
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