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Table 1- Amount of minimum, maximum and mean of quantitative variables in this study

Slolyd noyd oSNl Sl JEls geesos
Abundance percentage Mean Max Min Variable
Zipo yoo Qe e e = VYD v 639450 > Lo pd O+ ( 22) o5 oo
50% per 5000-12500 m? limits 11055.6 40000 3000 o mrea ()
T po D &g Vo=V 0dgdzme )d Lo yd B+ . Laws) i 45 .
1) pAS |
50% per 110-190 plant.m? limits 143.39 313 22 V\(/i:aglgn; de)nr;ity d(ﬁop;’;)
oy yd Al YFO-YFA o3game 13 Mo )d O+ ) NP .
| A5 i oS
50% per 145-265 raceme.m™ limits 21186 1901 37 V\ﬁﬁ;t);;é;r;:;gnsi ty ~(Nopsnf'2)
Jls YY=¥2 029000 53 o yd O+ e ax
L) ;,9LsS” adsls
50% per 23-49 years range 35.73 60 14 Farm(eJr elgérienz (vear)
oLc).e(o Jﬁl )I )9) Yo-YA 039m RIS o . Lo
. (olo e Jsl 5l) a3l )6
0 . 77.82 100 70
50% per 75-78 days after September month limits Planting date (Since 22™ of September)
0220978 31 32 59, A=AV 039100 )3 40> B (039958 §l) il g
50% per 85-87 days after March month limits 84.78 90 7 Harvegi;; d;te (Si:cenl)\/larch)
LS 53 p )55l FAIA 0354500 33 Ao yd £+ - . .
J »e % 9 J P
b&m
60% per 68.8 kg.ha™* limits 2235.93 400 50 () Seé; ?iffk)ﬂﬁ ”
LS 3 (i) £55LS ) odgdme 43 duo s £+ . . "
J J 9 J )
: i (L2 3 2 b p)SokS) (Srae o )lke
60% in 1 kg ha™ limits 15 3 0 ’ Pe)sticide rate (kg or I.ha'l))
B N S Y R P RS IR LWSLY B 290.07 6000 500 (HESe > pSelS) 5 Slos

509 per 1500-2630 kg.ha™ limits

Yield (kg.ha™)

addllao ol 43 (85 W i 1ol 8 duoyd =Y Joua

Table 2- Abundance percentage of quality variables in this study
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Table 3- Plant density, life cycle and morphology of different weed species in two sampling stages
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Table 4- Parameters of the regression equation between weeds population and different quantitative variables with liner
simple regression model (y= a + bx)

Pr>F R? b+SE atse e
Variable
0.6722"™ 0.0042 -0.0003+0.0006 63.4548+8.8206 ‘;:’
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Wheat raceme density
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Farmer experience
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Table 5- Investigation of quality variables on the weed population
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0.447  906.405"™ 1 2 Doped S8 9
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Variety
0.24 2126.80 ™ 3 LS edl J5 S pae
All pesticides use
0503  703.119™ 1 LSl J5 S pae

All herbicides use
0426  993.144™ 1 e 2 g e Sy
2-4-D herbicide use before tillering
Bl Al po 5l dn (635895 S il B puae

0.94 7.6444 ™ 1 .
2-4-D herbicide use after stem
98848  988.48™ 1 M S Sy
Captan fungicide use
1561.488 43 ks
Error
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* Evaluation on the effect of Variables on weed population was performed by variance analysis.
bl o (g pze pae g do > Ve Jlein] pdaw )3 (g)ld xe oiad LS ud i 4 NS g ++
+ + and ns: are significant at 10% probability level and not significant, respectively.
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Fig. 1- Regression relation between wheat density and weed density
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Fig. 2- Regression relation between wheat raceme and weed density
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Fig. 3- Regression relation between farmer experience and weed density
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Table 6- Regression analysis of weeds density in 45 fields of wheat in order to estimate yield loss of main weeds
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In this equation, Yield: wheat yield, PDEN: wheat density, PHAMI: Phalaris minor, SINAR: Sinapis arvensis and AVELU: Avena sp.
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