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Bread wheat plant distribution system and effect on crop growth and weed competition
Tayeeb Farag Hessian* Hanan Saad*

Abstract: In this study interactive effects on weed species, plants distribution systems on

crop growth and weeds competition at EL- Baida area (EL-Jabal EL-Akhdar) .Two field

experiments layout by RCBD design with 4 replicates.

The distribution system were (Broad casting, in lines with 15 cm apart and mixing of seeding
1

2
3 Seeding rate in line and the remanent 3

by Broadcasting) of the Seeding rate 120 kg ha of bread wheat (EL masri-d cultivar)
during the two growing seasons 2017-18 and 2018-19. The study traits were: relative crop
growth rate (RGR); crop growth rate (CGR); net assimilation rate (NAR); Light exctinsion

coefficient (O L); Leaf area index (LAI); Weeds species, densities and dry weight and crop

yield loss from weeds compition. The results showed that RGR, CGR, NAR and €L L were

increased significantly by lines distribution systems, meanwhile mixing system gave the
optimum LAI in both the two sersons the most companion weeds were: Aven fatue; Brassica
juncea; setania verticillata; phalaris minor and plantago lanceolata thein desities and dry
weight reduced mixing system of ditribution. The least crop yield loses, were by mixing
system companing to the greatest losses by broadcasting system in both the two seasons, As
inconclusion. Mixing system gave the best yield and reduce weeds effect.

* key words: wheat plant distribution system , weed competition.

Crop Science Department - Faculty of Agriculture - Omar EL-Mukthar uni.
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